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DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
AND  CONSERVATION 


MARC  RACICOT,  GOVERNOR 


1625  ELEVENTH  AVENUE 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE  (406)  444-2074 
TELEFAX  NUMBER  (406)  444-2684 


PO  BOX  201601 
HELENA,  MONTANA  59620-1601 


August  18,2000 


Dear  Interested  Person: 

Previously  you  were  sent  a  copy  of  the  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Environmental 
Assessment.  The  transmittal  letter  indicated  that  the  hearing  dates  and  times  were 
enclosed,  but  that  information  was  inadvertently  omitted.  That  information  is  printed  on 
the  reverse  side  of  this  letter.  Again,  you  may  make  oral  comments  on  the  Environmental 
Assessment  at  the  hearings  or  you  may  send  written  comments  postmarked  by  September 
25,  2000  to  either  of  the  addresses  below. 


Wayne  Wetzel 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 
and  Conservation 
1625  Eleventh  Avenue 
PO  Box  201601 
Helena,  MT  59620-1601 


Russ  Sorensen 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dillon  Field  Office 

1005  Selway  Drive 

Dillon  MT  59725-9431 


Questions  regarding  the  Environmental  Assessment,  meetings,  or  the  review  process  can 
be  directed  to  either  the  DNRC  (406-444-6699  or  wwetzeKg-state.mt.us  )  or  the  BLM 
(406) 683-8036. 


Sincerely, 


^-^^ 


Wayne  A.  Wetzel 

Special  Projects  Coordinator 


Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Phase  III  Exchange  Hearings 

County 

Date 

Place 

Time 

Big  Horn 

September  11,2000 

County  Courthouse, 
121  W.  3''^ 
Hardin,  MT 

7:00- 9:00  p.m. 

Custer 

September  12,  2000 

Rm.  106  Miles 
Community  College, 
Miles  City,  MT 

7:00- 9:00  p.m. 

Fallon 

September  13,  2000 

Senior  Citizens  Center, 
Baker,  MT 

7:00- 9:00  p.m. 

Carter 

September  14,  2000 

County  Courthouse 
Ekalaka,  MT 

1:00- 3:00  p.m. 

Powder  River 

September  14,  2000 

County  Courthouse 
Broadus,  MT 

7:00-  9:00  p.m. 

Yellowstone 

September  15,  2000 

BLM  State  Office 
5001  Southgate  Drive 
Billings  MT  59101 

7:00- 9:00  p.m. 

Chouteau 

September  18,  2000 

Law  Enforcement 

Facility 

1215  Washington 

Ft.  Benton,  MT 

1:00- 3:00  p.m. 

Blaine 

September  18,  2000 

Senior  Citizens  Center 
1 16  S.  Main 
Harlem,  MT 

7:00- 9:00  p.m. 

Phillips 

September  19,  2000 

BLM  Office 
501  S.  2"''  E. 
Malta,  MT 

7:00-  9:00  p.m. 

Valley 

September  20,  2000 

Community  Hall, 
Opheim,  MT 

7:00- 9:00  p.m. 

Fergus 

September  21,  2000 

DFWP  Office 
2358  Airport  Rd 
Lewistown,  MT 

7:00- 9:00  p.m. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
AND  BACKGROUND 

/.  1  Background 

The  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  of  1994  mandates, 
among  other  things,  land  exchanges  between  the  State 
and  federal  government  to  redress  a  century-old  bound- 
ary survey  error.  The  Crow  Indian  Reservation  was 
created  in  1851.  In  1868  a  Treaty  with  the  Crow  Tribe 
formally  established  the  107th  Meridian  as  the  eastern 
boundary  of  the  Reservation.  In  1891  this  easteni 
boundary  was  surveyed  in  an  attempt  to  establish  the 
specific  on-the-ground  location  of  the  107th  Meridian. 
Later,  as  technology  improved,  it  was  discovered  that 
this  survey  had  strayed  to  the  west  of  the  actual  on-the- 
ground  location  of  the  107th  Meridian.  The  effect  of 
this  survey  error  meant  that,  for  years,  the  Crow  Tribe 
had  been  denied  land  that  had  actually  been  granted  to 
it  from  the  Wyoming-Montana  border  on  the  south  to 
the  Yellowstone  River  on  the  north,  including  land 
along  the  western  edge  of  the  Northern  Cheyenne 
Indian  Reservation. 

For  many  years  after  the  discovery  of  the  survey  error 
the  Crow  Tribe  sought  resolution  of  the  problem  via 
Congressional  legislation.  Finally,  on  November  2, 
1994  the  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  (CBSA)  was 
enacted  and  signed  into  law  by  President  Clinton. 
Figure  1-1  is  a  map  representation  of  this  survey  error 
and  indicates  separate  parcels  that  are  specifically 
addressed  in  the  CBSA.  This  legislation,  in  part, 
provided  for  the  following: 

1 .  It  reaffirmed  the  true  107th  Meridian  location  as 
the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Crow  Reservation. 
This  re-affirmation  had  the  effect  of  moving  the 
erroneous  monumented  boundary  easterly  to  its 
correct  on-the-ground  location  coinciding  with  the 
107th  Meridian  (Parcel  1  in  Figure  1-1). 

2.  It  created  an  agreement  whereby  the  Crow  Tribe 
relinquished  its  claim  to  land  which  was  located  in 
the  Northern  Cheyenne  Indian  Reservation  as  a 
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result  of  correcting  the  on-the-ground  location  of 
the  107th  Meridian  (Parcel  2  in  Figure  1-1 ). 

^.  It  provides  for  a  relinquishment  by  the  Crow  Tribe 
of  surface  and  mineral  ownership  claims  on  Parcels 
3  and  4  (Figure  1-1). 

4-     In  compensation  for  relinquishment  of  lands  on  the 
Niirtbern  Cheyenne  Reservation  and  north  to  the 
Yellowstone  River,  it  created  a  mechanism  whereby 
the  Crow  Tribe  could  acquire  State-owned  land  and 
private  land  located  inside  of  the  Reservation 
through  the  land  exchange  process.  Public  land 
managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  and  located  outside  of  the  Reservation  is  to 
be  used  as  a  means  of  completing  the  required  land 
exchanges. 

State  lands  on  the  Crow  Reservation  (surface  owner- 
ship only)  originally  were  granted  to  the  State  of 
Montana  by  Section  16  of  the  1920  Crow  Allotment 
Act  to  provide  for  the  education  of  the  Crow  Indian 
children  in  the  public  schools.    These  State  lands  were 
originally  Crow  Tribal  trust  lands  and  were  purchased 
from  the  tribe  by  the  federal  government  and  granted  to 
the  State  for  the  maintenance  of  the  common  schools 
on  the  reservation.  If  the  exchanges  are  approved, 
these  State  lands  will  once  again  become  Crow  Tribal 
trust  lands. 

1.2  Purpose  and  Need  for  the 
Proposed  Action 

The  purpose  of  this  Environmental  Assessment  is  to 
comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  and  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(MEPA)  to  address  the  impacts  of  the  third  exchange  of 
land  (designated  Phase  III)  which  has  been  proposed 
pursuant  to  the  CBSA.  This  exchange  of  land  is  be- 
tween BLM  and  the  Montana  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Conservation  (DNRC).  The  BLM  lands 
are  located  in  central,  northeastern,  and  southeastern 
Montana  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lewistown  and 
Miles  City  BLM  Field  Offices.    The  State  lands  consist 


Figure  l~l.    107th  Meridian  Settlement 
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of  the  remaining  school  trust  parcels  and  tracts'  not 
previously  exchanged,  and  are  generally  in  the  south- 
eastern and  western  portions  oi  the  Crow  Reservation" . 

Three  separate  exchanges  were  contemplated  to  ex- 
clianjic  the  State  lands  within  the  Crow  Reservation. 
While  this  environmental  assessment  (EA)  addresses 
only  the  last  of  these  exchanges,  understandings  be- 
tween the  agencies,  programmatic  agreements,  and 
much  of  the  environmental  information  developed  and 
impacts  analyzed  are  common  to  each  exchange.  Thus, 
this  EA  incorporates  hy  reference  and  is  tiered'  to  the 
EAs  prepared  for  previous  exchanges. 

1.3  Public  Scoping 

Initially,  before  any  exchanges  were  proposed,  the 
CBSA  Steering  Committee''  sponsored  two  public 
hearings  in  Billings  and  one  at  Crow  Agency  to  inform 
the  public  of  the  details  of  the  CBSA  and  the  concepts 
relative  to  land  exchanges  which  could  be  used  to 
implement  the  law.  Generally,  most  non-Indian  lessees 
with  grazing  leases  on  the  State  land  in  the  Crow 
Re.servation,  which  would  be  exchanged  out  of  State 
ownership,  strongly  objected  to  the  action.  Their 
reasons  mostly  related  to  the  impacts  it  could  have  on 
their  ranching  operations  because  they  could  not  be 
guaranteed  a  long-term  continuation  oi  a  grazing  lease 
on  that  land  after  ownership  had  transferred.  The 
Crow  Tribe  and  the  tribal  members  who  spoke  at  the 
hearings  were  in  strong  support  of  land  exchanges  in 
order  to  transfer  all  State-owned  land  to  the  United 
States,  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  Crow  Tribe. 

After  the  third  land  exchange  proposal  had  been 
developed,  agreed  upon  by  DNRC  and  the  BLM,  and 


approved  in  concept  by  the  Land  Board,  DNRC  and 
BLM  held  eight  public  scoping  meetings.  These 
meetings  were  held  at  7:00  p.m.  at  the  following 
locations  and  dates: 


May  19,  1999— 

June  7,  1999— 

June  8,  1999— 

June  9,  1999— 

June  10,  1999— 

June  15,  1999— 
June  16,  1999— 

June  17,  1999— 


Big  Horn  County  Court- 
house, Hardin 
Powder  River  County 
Courthouse,  Broadus 
Baker  Senior  Citizen's 
Center,  Baker 
Glendive  Public  Library, 
Glendive 

Miles  Community  College, 
Rm.  106,  Miles  City 
Opheim  Town  Hall,  Opheim 
Senior  Citizen  Center, 
Harlem 

BLM  Office,  Airport  Road, 
Lewistown 


The  scoping  meetings  were  generally  poorly  attended, 
with  a  total  of  18  persons  attending  the  eight  different 
meetings.  Four  persons  attended  earlier  public  hearings 
for  the  Phase  11  exchange  in  Baker  and  Miles  City,  but 
were  primarily  interested  in  commenting  on  the  Phase 
111  proposal.  Eleven  of  these  22  persons  were  BLM 
permittees  using  the  lands  selected  for  the  Phase  111 
exchange.  The  remainder  ot  attendees  were  reporters 
for  local  media,  politicians  or  their  representatives,  and 
other  interested  parties. 

The  most  common  interest  at  the  scoping  meetings  was 
an  explanation  of  why  a  particular  BLM  permittee's 
lands  were  chosen  for  exchange,  instead  of  other  lands. 
In  some  cases,  problems  such  as  weed  infestations, 
multiple  permittees  on  a  single  parcel,  and  limited 


Terms  like  tract,  parcel,  property,  and  lands  are  used  interchangeably  in  this  EA  in  general  usage  referring  collectively  to  lands  involved 
in  the  exchange.  When  describing  specific  lands,  the  term  "parcel"  is  generally  used  tor  a  property  that  has  a  unique,  single  legal 
description  and  the  term  "tract"  is  used  when  two  or  more  parcels  that  are  adjacent  or  in  close  proximity  are  described  by  a  common 
identifier  or  tract  name. 

Since  both  state  and  tribal  "trust"  lands  are  mentioned  in  this  EA,  it  is  important  not  to  confuse  the  two.  State  trust  lands  are  owTied 
by  the  State  of  Montana  and  are  managed  to  provide  income  to  the  school  trust  fund.  Tribal  trust  lands  are  owned  by  the  Crow  Tribe 
and  are  held  in  trust  by  the  federal  government  for  the  benefit  of  the  Crow  Tribe. 

Tiering  is  the  incorporation  by  reference  of  the  general  discussion  and  concentrating  solely  on  the  issues  specific  to  environmental 
documents  subsequently  prepared.  (40  CFR  1508.28) 

The  CBSA  Steering  Committee  consists  of  representatives  from  the  Montana  Association  of  Counties,  Montana  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  the  Crow  Tribe,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Solicitor's  Office  of  the  Department  of 

Interior,  and  is  chaired  by  rhe  Bureau  o{  Indian  .'\ftairs  representative. 
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public  access  were  mentioned.  There  were  concerns 
about  the  higher  rate  per  Animal  Unit  Month  (AUM) 
charged  by  the  State  and  the  economic  impact  that 
might  have  on  BLM  permittees  as  lands  are  exchanged 
and  they  became  State  lessees.  The  only  person  com- 
menting at  the  Hardin  meeting  had  questions  regarding 
the  process  used  in  initiating  three-way  exchanges. 

1.4  Conformance  with  Land 
Use  Plans 

1.4.1   BLM  Lands 


BLM  policy  regarding  the  exchange  of  public  lands  was 
developed  specifically  in  the  Supplement  to  State 
Director  Guidance  tor  Resource  Management  Planning 
in  Montana  and  the  Dakotas  tor  Land  Pattern  Review 
and  Land  Adjustment  of  1984,  and  the  State  Director 
Guidance-Access  of  1989;  which  established  retention 
and  disposal  zones  throughout  Montana.  However,  as 
Resource  Management  Plans  (RMPs)  were  completed, 
the  criteria  developed  in  those  RMPs  for  retention  or 
disposal  of  public  land  superceded  the  criteria  in  the 
aforementioned  1984  documetit.  The  Big  Dry  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)of  1996.  in  Chapter  2  "Lands" 
(pp.  17-18),  reiterates  the  criteria  for  disposal  and 
retention  areas.    Similar  language  is  found  in  the  West 
HiLine  and  Judith-Valley-Phillips  RMPs,  although 
these  RMPs  were  more  "tract  specific".  The  lands 
selected  by  the  State  of  Montana  generally  lie  within 
the  disposal  zones  established  by  the  RMPs,  however 
some  of  the  lands  are  "retention"  lands,  as  identified  in 
those  RMPs. 

Criteria  for  inclusion  of  retention  lands  is  also  discussed 
in  the  RMPs.  For  example,  in  the  Big  Dry  Resource 
Management  Plan  under  "Retention  Areas"  (page  18) 
states,  "Individual  tracts  or  parcels  in  the  retention 
areas  may  be  disposed  or  repositioned  through  sale  or 
exchange  when  significant  management  efficiency, 
greater  public  values,  or  other  objectives  would  be  met." 
TTie  Congressional  mandate  for  exchange  in  the  Crow 
Boundary  Settlement  Act  of  1994  provides  a  signifi- 
cant "other  objective"  that  justifies  the  use  of  retention 
lands. 

Some  of  the  BLM  lands  identified  for  exchange  were 
not  analyzed  for  disposal  in  the  West  HiLine  and 


Judith-Valley-Phillips  Resource  Management  Plans. 
These  lands  are  identified  in  the  Notice  of  Intent  to 
Amend,  which  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A.  This 
environmental  assessment  will  analyze  the  effects  of 
disposing  ot  those  lands  and  will  provide  the  basis  for 
amending  those  RMPs  to  allow  for  disposal  of  the 
affected  BLM  lands. 

Regulations  guiding  the  management  of  State  trust 
lands,  including  those  regarding  exchanging  of  lands, 
tocus  on  providing  the  greatest  revenue  to  the  public 
schools  as  the  primary  goal  (See  1.4-2  State  Lands).  In 
order  to  effect  the  mandates  of  the  Crow  boundary 
Settlement  Act  of  1994  and  still  remain  within  this 
focus,  the  State  of  Montana  has  selected  some  retention 
lands  it  believes  will  enhance  the  revenue-generating 
capability  of  the  State.  Assumptions  related  to  poten- 
tial impacts  of  inclusion  of  these  lands  are  discussed  in 
other  chapters  of  this  document.  The  inclusion  of  the 
retention  lands  is  consistent  with  the  latitude  granted 
within  the  RMPs  and  with  the  direction  of  the  Crow 
Boundary  Settlement  Act  of  1994  to  include  such  areas, 
it  necessary,  to  accomplish  mandated  exchanges. 

The  proposed  exchange  is  also  in  conformance  with  the 
Supplement  to  State  Director  Guidance  for  Resource 
Management  Planning  in  Montana  and  the  Dakotas  for 
Land  Pattern  Review  and  Land  Adjustment.  This 
supplement  was  published  in  1984  to  provide  guidance 
for  all  major  types  of  land  adjustment.  Three  types  of 
criteria  were  established  to  provide  guidance  in  catego- 
rizing the  public  lands  and  making  decisions  concerning 

specific  land  adjustment  actions retention,  disposal, 

and  acquisition.  Criteria  in  the  supplement  were  used  to 
identify  retention  and  disposal  zones  for  Montana. 
Retention  zones  predominantly  contain  better  blocked 
public  lands  that  meet  the  retention  criteria,  define 
areas  where  BLM  intends  to  retain  existing  public 
lands,  and  hopes  to  acquire  additional  lands  through 
exchange.  Disposal  zones  are  areas  where  BLM  lands 
have  been  identified  for  potential  removal  trom  BLM 
administration —  preferably  through  exchange.  Most  of 
the  BLM  parcels  being  considered  for  use  in  this 
exchange  are  in  disposal  zones.  However,  BLM  has  the 
discretion  to  include  retention  lands  in  the  exchange  to 
serve  an  important  public  purpose,  such  as  those 
embodied  in  the  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act. 
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1.4.2   State  Land 

DNRC  does  not  have  a  formal  land  use  plan,  hut  does 
have  a  mandate  for  multiple  use  management  (MCA 
77- 1  -203,  et.seq.)  and  has  adopted  a  State  Forest  Land 
Management  Plan  that  applies  to  designated  State 
forest  land  tracts.  DNRC  is  in  the  process  of  completing 
a  transitional  land  management  plan  that  would  guide 
use  for  purposes  of  commercial,  industrial,  or  residential 
development  and  will  also  examine  wildlife  habitat  and 
open  space  use.  Further,  in  1994,  the  Land  Board 


established  a  policy  with  seven  criteria  to  be  considered 
in  the  evaluation  of  land  exchanges  (See  Table  1-1 ). 
These  criteria  are  applied  to  both  the  State  and  BLM 
land  and  form  the  basis  for  a  Land  Board  decision  to 
exchange  lands.  The  Board  recognizes  that  some  land 
exchanges  may  clearly  be  in  the  State's  best  interest,  but 
may  fail  to  satisfy  one  or  more  of  the  seven  criteria  in 
Table  1  - 1 .  The  first  three  criteria  are  based  on  legal 
requirements  and  cannot  be  waived.  In  some  cases,  not 
all  ot  the  criteria  will  apply  to  a  proposed  exchange. 


Table  l-l  Montana  Board  of  Land  Cotnmissioners  -Land  Exchange  Criteria 


Table  1-1  Montana  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  -  Land  Exchange  Criteria 

Criteria 

Description 

1 .            Equal  or  greater  value 

Land  to  be  acquired  by  the  State  must  be  at  least  as  valuable 
as  the  State  land  being  exchanged.  The  starting  point  for  this 
determination  is  the  value,  in  terms  of  money,  of  real  estate 
in  a  typical  market  as  determined  through  an  appraisal.  An 
attempt  should  also  be  made  to  include  location,  proximity  to 
public  lands,  recreational  opportunities,  scenery,  and  other 
amenities  in  determining  relative  values. 

2.            State  land  bordering  on  navigable 
lakes  and  streams 

State  lands  that  border  navigable  lakes,  streams,  and  other 
bodies  of  water  with  significant  public  use  values  may  only 
be  exchanged  for  lands  that  border  similar  bodies  of  water. 

3.            Equal  or  greater  income  to  the  trust 

A  land  exchange  must  result  in  the  State  receiving  equal  or 
greater  income  for  the  trusts. 

4.            Equal  or  greater  acreage 

As  a  general  rule,  the  Board  prefers  to  receive  equal  or 
greater  acreage,  but  will  consider  receiving  less  acreage  in 
return  for  substantially  higher  value  or  income,  or  both. 

5.            Consolidation  of  State  lands 

A  land  exchange  should  be  at  least  neutral  in  its  net  effect  on 
the  consolidation  of  State  land.  An  exchange  should  not 
sever  a  mineral  estate  from  a  surface  estate.  The  DNRC  will 
place  priority  on  exchanges  that  result  in  consolidation  of 
Slate  lands. 

6.            Potential  for  long  term  appreciation 

The  land  acquired  by  the  Stale  should  be  as  likely  to  increase 
in  value  or  revenue  potential  as  the  State  land  exchanged. 

7.            Access 

A  land  exchange  should  not  diminish  the  amount  of  access  to 
State  lands  or  other  public  lands.  Accessible  State  land  that 
is  proposed  for  exchange  should  be  replaced  with  acquired 
lands  that  offer  similar  recreational  opportunities. 
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1.5  Relationship  to  StatuteSy 
RegulationSy  Mutual 
AgreementSy  or  other  Plans 

The  BLM  land  proposed  for  exchange  would  be  pro- 
cessed in  accordance  with  Section  206  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  as  amended, 
and  the  regulations  at  43  CFR  2200.  The  State  land 
proposed  for  exchange  would  be  processed  in  accor- 
dance with  the  State  Land  Board  Land  Exchange 
Policy,  which  enumerates  constitutional,  statutory,  and 
advisory  mandates  to  be  met  with  any  land  exchange 
involving  school  trust  lands.  Where  there  is  a  current 
BLM  grazing  lessee,  that  lessee  would  continue  as  the 
lessee  of  record  when  BLM  land  is  transferred  to  the 
State,  by  mutual  agreement  of  the  agencies.  Upon 
expiration  of  the  State  lease,  the  lessee  would  be  subject 
to  competition  for  the  lease  and  would  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  meet  or  match  a  competitive  bid  for  the 
grazing  privileges. 

The  BLM  lands  selected  for  potential  exchange  are 
located  in  Rosebud,  Custer,  Carter,  Chouteau,  Fallon, 
Richland,  Blaine,  Phillips,  Valley,  Fergus,  Powder  River 
and  Wibaux  Counties  and  the  State  lands  are  located  in 
Big  Horn  and  Yellowstone  Counties.  None  of  the 
counties  has  a  county-wide  comprehensive  land  use 
plan  which  would  affect  this  action. 

Most  of  the  BLM  properties  are  currently  leased  for 
livestock  grazing.  Transfer  of  ownership  of  those  lands 
would  be  completed  in  conformance  with  the  grazing 
regulations  at  43  CFR  4120.  This  regulation  provides 
for  a  two-year  notification  to  grazing  lessees  prior  to  the 
conveyance  of  the  BLM  land.  All  of  the  State  lands  are 
also  currently  leased  for  livestock  grazing  and  the 
transfer  of  the  ownership  of  those  lands  would  be 
completed  in  accordance  with  MCA  77-2-201,  et.seq. 
Further,  DNRC  has  agreed  to  allow  BLM  to  retain 
third-party  rights  of  record  for  access  purposes  on  all 
public  lands  that  have  existing  roads  or  trails  that 
provide  access  to  adjacent  State  or  other  federal  lands. 
Also,  no  mineral  values  are  involved  or  are  expected  to 
be  transferred.  Finally,  for  BLM  lands  acquired  by  the 
State,  the  State  will  recognize  existing  BLM  lessees  as 
the  lessees  of  record  for  purposes  of  establishing  a  State 
preference  right.  BLM  lands  with  no  existing  lessee 


would  be  leased  to  the  highest  bidder,  who  thereafter 
would  hold  the  State  preference  right. 


2.0  PROPOSED 
ACTION  AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

2.1  Proposed  Action 

2.1.1  Proposed  Action  (Exchange 
Alternative) 

In  a  general  sense,  this  alternative  involves  the  volun- 
tary exchange  of  all  State  lands  on  the  Crow  reserva- 
tion for  federal  lands  of  equal  value  managed  by  BLM. 
The  CBSA  mandates: 

"The  Secretary  shall  negotiate  with  the  State  of 
Montana  for  the  purpose  of  exchanging  public 
lands  within  the  State  of  Montana  for  State 
trust  lands  within  the  Crow  Reservation  having 
a  total  value  substantially  equal  to  the  value  of 
the  surface  estate  of  the  approximately  46,  625 
acres  of  State  trust  lands  obtained  by  the  State 
of  Montana..." 

By  1923,  the  State  had  selected  44,800.74  acres  of  its 
entitlement  on  the  Crow  Reservation  and  had  formally 
declined  selection  of  the  remaining  acres  entitled  to  the 
State.  Of  those  44,800.74  acres  once  owned  by  the 
State,  approximately  33,289.50  acres  were  still  in  State 
ownership  at  the  beginning  of  the  exchange  process. 
The  CBSA  places  an  initial  priority  for  the  first  five 
years  after  passage  of  exchanging  BLM  lands  for  the 
remaining  State  land  on  the  reservation.  BLM  must 
process  a  subsequent  assembled  exchange  in  order  to 
acquire  private  land  inside  ot  the  Crow  Reservation 
which  would  be  equivalent  to  the  value  of  approxi- 
mately 11,511  acres  no  longer  owned  by  the  State. 

The  specific  proposed  action  for  Phase  III  is  to  ex- 
change all  of  the  State  lands  described  in  Table  2-1  for 
some  or  all  of  the  BLM  lands  described  in  Table  2-2.  In 
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order  to  assist  BLM  to  meet  the  mandate  of  the  CBS  A, 
all  State  lands  under  consideration  will  he  exchanged 
with  the  BLM  tor  lands  ot  ecjiiivalent  value,  as  deter- 
mined by  appraisal  and  in  accordance  with  the  Land 
Board  Exchange  Policy.  Of  the  BLM  lands,  those  that 
offer  the  best  opportunity  to  meet  the  Land  Board 
Exchange  Policy  will  be  the  first  acquired  through 
exchange.  Generally  these  are  lands  with  present  or 
future  potential  to  provide  a  diverse  revenue  stream  to 
the  school  trust,  such  as  lands  providing  both  timber 
and  grazing  or  lands  that  have  been  previously  broken 
and  could  meet  the  strict  criteria  for  being  cultivated 
again  under  State  ownership.    Since  the  value  of  the 
BLM  lands  will  slightly  exceed  the  State  lands,  some  of 
the  BLM  land  will  not  be  exchanged.  Those  BLM 
lands  not  exchanged  with  the  State  will  be  considered 
for  exchange  in  the  private  exchange  program  (Phase 
IV)  that  BLM  will  initiate  to  satisfy  the  full  require- 
ments of  the  CBSA.  Thus,  all  of  the  BLM  lands  are 
described  in  Chapter  3 — Affected  Environment,  hut 
only  those  lands  that  will  be  proposed  for  an  equivalent 
value  exchange  will  be  included  in  the  analysis  ot  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed  action  described  in  Chapter  4- 
Table  4-1  at  the  beginning  of  Chapter  4  will  show  more 
specifically  the  lands  proposed  tor  exchange  with  the 
State. 

The  State  land  consists  of  59  properties  totaling 
20,857.91  acres.  Some  of  these  parcels  are  contiguous 
to  other  State  parcels.  Where  this  occurs,  the  parcels 
are  given  one  tract  identity  as  shown  in  Figure  2- 1 .  In 
many  cases,  multiple  parcels  are  leased  by  the  same 
lessee.  The  59  parcels  are  divided  among  25  lessees.  The 
Phase  III  State  exchange  parcels  consist  of  the  remain- 
ing State  lands  on  the  Crow  Reservation  and  are 
generally  located  in  the  southeastern  portion  of  the 
reservation  or  are  scattered  through  the  area  west  of  the 
Big  Horn  River. 

Tlie  BLM  land  consists  of  100  properties  totaling 
27,034-59  acres.  In  Table  2-2,  these  properties,  as  with 
the  State  lands,  are  combined  for  convenience  into 
"tracts,"  with  a  single  tract  identifier,  where  they  are 
contiguous  or  in  close  proximity.    Tract  identifiers  are 
used  to  identify  parcels  and  tracts  throughout  the 
environmental  assessment  without  having  to  resort  to 
the  legal  descriptions.  Descriptive  terms  in  the  identi- 
ties denote  nearby  topographic  or  drainage  features  and 
are  used  only  for  this  exchange.  The  BLM  lands  se- 
lected are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a  variety  of  BLM 


field  offices  and  field  stations.  TTiirty-three  parcels  were 
selected  from  the  Miles  City  Field  Office  totaling 
15,283.78  acres;  19  parcels  totaling  3,902.77  acres  from 
the  Glasgow  Field  Station;  27  parcels  totaling  4,797.61 
acres  under  the  Malta  Field  Office;  and  2 1  parcels 
(3,050.43  acres)  under  the  Lewistown  Field  Office.  The 
BLM  lands  are  shown  on  Figures  2-2  to  2-12.  The 
names  on  the  maps  (Figures  2-1  to  2-12)  correspond 
with  the  tract  identifiers  listed  in  Tables  2-1  and  2-2. 

The  BLM  parcels  in  Blaine  and  Fergus  counties,  which 
are  listed  in  Appendix  B,  were  not  specifically  identi- 
fied for  disposal  in  the  West  HiLine  and  Judith-Valley- 
Phillips  Resource  Management  Plans.  The  proposed 
disposal  of  these  BLM  lands  will  be  concurrently 
analyzed  in  this  environmental  assessment,  along  with 
the  other  BLM  lands  to  be  exchanged. 

2.2  Other  Alternatives 

2.2.1  No  Action 

This  alternative  is  required  by  NEPA  and  MEPA  and 
would  be  considered  a  viable  alternative  if  it  is  deter- 
mined that  no  action  (i.e.  no  exchanges)  is  in  the 
public's  interest,  especially  for  the  State,  when  consider- 
ing the  values  received,  the  annual  benefit  to  the  school 
trust,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action.  This  alternative  will  be  the  result  it  the  State 
does  not  exchange  lands  with  the  BLM.  However,  it 
would  not  mean  that  exchanges  would  not  occur,  since 
BLM  will  still  be  under  a  CBSA  mandated  obligation  to 
provide  to  the  Crow  Tribe,  through  its  private  exchange 
program,  the  equivalent  of  any  lands  not  exchanged 
with  the  State.  That  is,  if  any  of  the  33,289  acres 
owned  by  the  State  at  the  time  of  CBSA  passage  are 
not  exchanged,  then  the  BLM  private  exchange 
program  will  be  increased,  so  that  the  overall  exchange 
benefiting  the  Crow  Tribe  is  still  based  on  the  value  of 
approximately  44,800.74  acres  selected  by  the  State  in 
the  1920  Crow  Allotment  Act. 

2.2.2  Mitigated  Exchange 
Alternative 

For  State  land  within  the  Crow  Reservation,  this 
alternative  has  potential  for  reducing  or  mitigating 
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Table  2-1  State  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange 


Table  2-1  State  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchan 

ge 

Legal  Description-  Principal  Meridian  Montana 

Tract  Identifier 

County 

Acres 

Lease/Exp. 

2NW4,S2,  Sec.4TlSR:8E 

Prvor  Creek 

YE 

400 

861/2001 

Sec.  I6TISR28E 

Broken  Leg  Creek 

YE 

640 

861/2001 

Sec.  36  T2S  R27E 

East  Buckeye  Creek 

YE 

640 

6637/2009 

Lots  5-10.  E2E2.  S\V4SE4.  S«c.  36,  T3S  R25E 

Stratford  Hill 

YE 

324.35 

1032/2002 

Sec.  16.  T3S  R27E 

Magpie  Coulee 

YE 

640 

4543/2004 

Sec.  36,  T3S  R27E 

Biidhead  Creek 

YE 

640 

4543/2004 

Lots  1-4,  S2N2,  S2  Sec.  I,  T4S  R28B 

Woody  Mountain 

YE 

642.47 

4545/2004 

Lots  1-4,  S2N2,  S2  Sec.  4,  T4S  R28E 

West  Fork  Woody  Creek 

YE 

646.62 

4545/2004 

E2,  Sec.  10.  T2S  R32E 

Cottonwood  Creek 

BH 

320 

76/2001 

W2.SE4,Sec.  11.  T2S  R32E 

Cottonwood  Creek 

BH 

480 

76/2001 

Sec.  22,  T3S  R30E 

LitOe  Woody  Creek 

BH 

640 

6679/2005 

Sec.  23,  T3S  R30E 

Uttle  Woody  Creek 

BH 

640 

6680/2009 

Lots  1-7,  S2NE4,  SE4NW4,  E2SW4,  SE4,  Sec.  6,  T3S  R31E 

Big  Woody  Creek 

BH 

625.2 

8057/2005 

Lots  1-4.  E2,  E2W2.  Sec.  7,  T3S  R31E 

Big  Woody  Creek 

BH 

624.02 

8057/2005 

Sec.  24.  T4S  R30E 

Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

640 

9131/2009 

NE4,  Sec.  22,  T4SR31E 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

160 

3577/2003 

SE4,Sec.  22,T4SR31E 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

160 

2540/2003 

NE4Sec.  23.  T4SR31E 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

160 

10080/2001  1 

Sec  9.  T5S  R30E 

Muddy  Creek 

BH 

640 

6029/2005  1 

Lots  1-4,  S2N2.  S2  Sec.  3,  T5S  R3  IE 

Hay  Coulee 

BH 

647.20 

9768/2001 

N2,SW4.Sec.  21,T5SR31E 

Camp  Four 

BH 

480 

1174/2001 

INW4,  Sec  28,T5SR31E 

Camp  Four 

BH 

160 

2541/2007 

N2S2,  Sec.  1,T6SR32E 

Lower  Soap  Creek 

BH 

160 

6677/2009 

Sec.  10,  T6S  R33E 

Cottonwood  Coulee 

BH 

640 

9122/2002 

SE4,  Sec.  22,  T6S  R33E 

Mission  Coulee 

BH 

160 

1369/2002 

S2,Sec.  15,T6SR34E 

N.  Fork  Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

320 

2363/2002 

Sec.  16,  T6S  R34E 

Rotten  Grass  Divide 

BH 

640 

2363/2002 

E2.  Sec  8.  T6S  R35E 

Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

320 

4211/2003 

W2NW4,  W2SE4,  SW4,  Sec.  9,  T6S  R35E 

Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

320 

4211/2003 

S2NE4,  S2,  Sec.  8,  T7S  R28E 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

400 

8059/2010 

S2NE4.  E2SW4.  SE4,  Sec.  9,  T7S  R28E 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

320 

8059/2010 

S2N2,  S2,  Sec.  10.  T7S  R28E 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

480 

8059/2010 

S2,  Sec.  25,  T7S  R32E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

320 

4600/2004 

SE4,  Sec.  26,  T7S  R32E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

160 

4600/2004 

NE4SW4,  S2SW4,  SE4,  Sec.  32.  T7S  R32E 

Soap  Creek 

BH 

280 

1370/2002 

NE4,  Sec.  36.  T7S  R32E 

Drv  Soap  Creek 

BH 

160 

4600/2004 

Lots  3-4,  Sec.  30,  T7S  R33E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

8243 

4600/2004 

S2,  Sec.  29,  T7S  R33E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

320 

4601/2004 

NW4NW4,  Sec.  16,  T7S  R34E 

Lower  Lodgegrass  Creek 

BH 

40 

5202/2008 

Sec.  36,  T7S  R34E 

Alligator  Creek 

BH 

640 

5954/2004 

Lot  4,  Sec.  36,  T7S  R35E 

Halfway  Creek 

BH 

28.88 

9477/2005 

NW4,  Sec.  13,T7SR36E 

Little  Owl  Creek 

BH 

160 

5693/2009 

Lot  10,  SW4SW4,  Sec.  1,  T7S  R38E 

Indian  Creek 

BH 

84.85 

9499/2000 

S2SE4,  Sec.  2.  T7S  R38E 

Indian  Creek 

BH 

80 

9499/2000 

Lots  5  and  6,  Sec.  12,T7SR38E 

Indian  Creek 

BH 

83.45 

9499/2000 

S2,  Sec.  12,  T8S  R34E 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

320 

234/2001 

NW4,  Sec.  13,T8SR34E 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

160 

234/2001 

E2,  SW4.  Sec.  14,T8SR34E 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

480 

234/2001 

NE4NW4,  Sec.  16,  T8S  R35E 

Wvola 

BH 

40 

2893/2003 

NW4SE4,  S2SE4,  Sec.  16,  T8S  R37E 

Bear  Creek 

BH 

120 

1659/2002 

S2.  Sec  20.  T9S  R33R 

Dry  Fork  Coulee 

BH 

320 

9942/2001 

Lots  1-2,  E2NW4.  NE4.  Sec  30,  T9S  R33E 

Dry  Ridge 

BH 

315.67 

9942/2001 

Lots  3-4.  E2SW4,  SE4,  Sec.  30,  T9S  R33E 

Dry  Ridge 

BH 

315.89 

3958/2003 

Lots  1-2,  E2NW4,  NE4,  Sec.  31.  T9S  R33E 

Dry  Ridge 

BH 

316.88 

3958/2003 

SW4S\V4.  E2SE4,  Sec  16,  T9S  R34E 

Black  Gulch 

BH 

120 

5700/2009 

NE4,  NE4SE4,  Sec.  18,  T9S  R34E 

Sport  Creek 

BH 

200 

2892/2008 

S2NE4,  SE4,  Sec.  20,  T9S  R34E 

Black  Gulch 

BH 

240 

5700/2009 

NW4NW4,  E2,  S2NW4,  SW4.  Sec,  21.  T9S  R34E 

Black  Gulch 

BH 

600 

5700/2009 

NE4,  Sec.  13,  T9SR36E 

Owl  Creek 

BH 

160 

2543/2007 

Total 

— , 

20,857.91 
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Legal  Description-  Principal  Meridian  Montana 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

TSN.  R  i8E.  PMM,  Sec  10:  NWNW,  S2S\V.  NWSW                                            Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

160 

T'JN,  R36E,  PMM,  Sec  6.  lots  1-7,  S2NE,  SENW,  E2SW,  SE 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

630 

TION,  R36E,  PMM,  Sec  30;  lots  3,4,  E2SW,  SE 

Blind  Coulee 

Rosebud 

313.51 

TION.  R36E.  PMM.  Sec  32:  W2 

West  Blackiail  Creek 

Rosebud 

320 

T12N,  R32E,  PMM,  Sec  24:  E2 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

320 

T5S,  R53E,  PMM.  Sec  15:  aU 

Hay  Creek 

Powder  River 

640 

T3S,  R52E,  PMM.  Sec  35:  lots  1  12.  N2 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

746.8 

TIS,  R53E,  PMM.  Sec  4:  lots  1-4,  S2N2.  S2 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

634.1 

T4N.  R53E,  PMM.  Sec  6:  lots  Ml,  S2NE,  SENW.  E2SW.  SE 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

757.41 

T5N,  R52E.  PMM.  Sec  26:  W2 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

320 

T6N,  R50E.  PMM,  Sec  2:  lols  1-4.  S2N2 

Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

321.64 

T6N,  R50E,  PMM,  Sec  24:  all 

South  StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

640 

T6N,  R51E.  PMM.  Sec  6:  lots  1,2,4,  SENE 

N  Fork  StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

156.62 

T6N,  R51E.  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  1-4,  E2.  E2W2 

First  Creek 

Custer 

619.8 

T6N.  R5IE,PMM,  Sec32:all 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

640 

T6N,  R52E.  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  4,7,9-1 1,13,14.W2NESW,  E2SESW. 
S2NWSESW.  SWSESW 

Mizpah 

Custer 

218.97 

T6N.  R53E,  PMM.  Sec  30:  all  (Lots  1-24  inclusive,  E2 

Home  Creek 

Custer 

1207.48 

T7N,  R50E,  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  1.2.  E2E2.  NWNE.  NENW 

Ash  Creek  Divide 

Custer 

31475 

T7N,  R51E,PMM.Sec32:aU 

Strevell/Laney  Divide 

Custer 

640 

T7N,  R51E,PMM,Sec34:  W2 

South  Laney  Creek 

Custer 

320 

T7N,  R51E.  P.MM.  Sec  36:  W2NE,  SENE.  NWSE 

Powder  River 

Custer 

160 

T4S,  R55E.  PMM.  Sec  3:  SW.  W2SE 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

240 

T4S,  R55E.  PMM.  Sec  10:  N2NW.  SESE 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

120 

T4S.  R55E.  PMM,  Sec  14:  all 

N.  Fork  Diy  Creek 

Carter 

640 

T4S,  R55E,  PMM,  Sec  15:  NESE 

N.  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

40 

T4S.  R55E,  PMM,  Sec21:NE 

Dry  Creek 

Carter 

160 

T4S.  R56E,  PMM,  Sec  29:  S2 

Dry  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

320 

T6N,  R55E,  PMM,  Sec  8:  aU 

Miles  City  Creek 

FaUon 

640 

T6N,  R55E.  PMM.  Stc  17:  aU 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

640 

T6N.  R56E.PMM.Sec   1:  lots  1-12.  S2 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

776.96 

T6N,  R56E,  PMM,  Sec  12:  all 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

640 

T18N,  R58E,  PMM.  Sec  6:  lots  1-7.  S2NE.  SENW,  E2SW.  SB 

Dry  Creek 

Wibau,x 

680.76 

T24N,  R53E,  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  3,4,  B2SW,  SE 

E.  Fork  Redwater  River 

Richland 

304.98 

Subtotal-Miles  City 

15,283.78 

T.  29  N.,  R.  21  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  08,  S2NE 

Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

80 

T.  35  N  ,  R.  22  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  01,  SE,  N2SW,  SESW 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

280 

T.  35  N  .  R.  22  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  02,  S2 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

T.  35  N.,  R.  22  E..  PMM,  Sec.  11,  W2: 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

T.  35  N.,  R.  22  E.,  PMM,  Sec,  12,  N2N2,  SE 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

T.  35  N.,  R.  23  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  07,  Lot  1 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

36.88 

T  35  N..  R  23  E..  PMM,  Sec  29.  E2S\V,  W2SE 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

160 

T.  35  N..  R  23  E..  PMM.  Sec  31,  NENE 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

40 

T.  35  N.,  R.  23  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  32.  N2N2 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

160 

T.  35  N..  R.  25  E  ,  PMM,  Sec.  14,  S2SE 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

80 

T  35  N..  R.  25  E.,  PMM.  Sec.  21.  E2 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blame 

320 

T.  35  N..  R.  25  E..  PMM.  Sec.  22,  W2NW 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blaine 

80 

T.  35  N.,  R.  25  E..  PMM,  Sec.  32,  E2NE 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

80 

T.  35  N  ,  R.  25  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  33,  N2,  SW,  NESE 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

520 

T.  36  N.,  R.  24  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  03.  Lots  3.4 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

38.8 

T.  36  N..  R.  24  E..  PMM.  Sec  10,  N2.  SE.  SESW 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

520 

T.  36  N.,  R.  24  E..  P.MM.  .Sec.  14,  N2NW,  SWNW 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

120 

T  36  N..  R  24  E  .  PMM,  Sec.  15,  N2 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

T  36  N  .  R  26  E  ,  PMM.  Sec.  19.  Lots  1.2,  SWNW 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

107  09 

Subtotal — Havre  Office 

3.90277 

T.  24  N.,  R.  26  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  6.  lot  3 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

4011 

T.  24  N.,  R.  26  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  7,  SWNE 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

40 

T  24  N..  R  26  E  .  PMM.  Sec    8.  E2SE 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

80 

F/vaje  5  5?<'r/»-A^fle= 
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Legal  Description-  Principal  Meridian  Montana 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

T.  24  N.,  R.  26  E,  PMM,  Sec.  20,  SWSW 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

40 

T.  24  N.,  R.  26  E..  PMM,  Sec.  28.  NWSE 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

40 

T,  24  N..  R.  26  E.,  PMM.  Sec  29,  W2NE,  W2SW,  NWSE 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

200 

T.  24  N.,  R.  26  E..  PMM,  Sec.  30,  E2  ,  NENW 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

PhilUps 

360 

T.  24  N.,  R.  25  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  8,  SESE 

SandHiUs 

PhiUips 

40 

T.  24  N.,  R.  25  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  17,  NENE.  S2NE.  NESW  and  SE 

Sand  Hills 

Phillips 

320 

T.  24  N.,  R.  25  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  20,  NENE 

Sand  Hills 

PhiUips 

40 

T.  24  N.,  R.  25  E,  PMM,  Sec.  21,  N2N2.  SWNE,  SENW 

Sand  HiUs 

PhiUips 

240 

T.  37  N.,  R.  40  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  4,  SESW 

Roanwood  Valley 

Valley 

40 

T.  37  N.,  R.  40  E,,  PMM,  Sec.  9,  W2NE.  SENE,  E2NW,  SW 

Roanwood  Valley 

Valley 

360 

T.  37  N.,  R.  41  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  28,  N2 

Mosquito  Creek 

Valley 

320 

T.  37  N.,  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  21,  NW,  S2NE  and  E2SE 

Kamanski  Hill 

Valley 

320 

T.  36  N.,  R.  42  E„  PMM,  Sec.  2,  lot  4  and  SWNW 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

VaUey 

78.75 

T.  36  N.,  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  3,  lot  1  and  SENE 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

78.75 

T.  37  N.,  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  35,  E2SW  and  W2SE 

Morgan  Coulee 

Valley 

160 

T.  36  N..  R.  41  E..  PMM,  Sec.  10,  SW  and  W2SE 

Round  Butte 

Valley 

240 

T.  36  N..  R.  41  E,  PMM,  Sec.  15,  N2NW 

Round  Butte 

VaUey 

80 

T  36  N  ,  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  23,  E2SE 

Glentana  East 

Valley 

80 

T.  36  N-,  R.  42  E-,  PMM,  Sec.  24.  NENW  S2NW  and  SW 

Glentana  East 

Valley 

280 

T.  35  N.,  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  8,  SE 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

160 

T.  35  N.,  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  9.  SWNE,  S2NW  ,W2SW 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

200 

T.  34  N.,  R,  40  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  1 1,  S2 

Middle  Fork 

VaUey 

320 

T.  33  N.,  R.  39  E.,  PMM,  Sec.   1,  W2W2,  SESW  ,  SWSE 

West  Fork 

Valley 

240 

T,  33  N.,  R.  39  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  2.  E2  and  E2NW 

West  Fork 

Valley 

400 

Subtotal— Malta  Office 

4,797.61 

T.  21  N.  R.  9  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  8;  SENE 

Shonldn  Creek 

Choteau 

40 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  15:  NWSW 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

40 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  a,  PMM,  Sec.  20:  SENE,  SE 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

200 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  E..  PMM,  Sec.  21:  SWNE,  NENW,  S2NW 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

160 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  28:  NWNW 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

40 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  29:  N2NE 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

80 

T.  20  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  8;  W2W2,  excl.  lands  west  of  RR 

Dog  Creek 

Fergus 

141.81 

T.  20  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  9:  SE,  S2SW 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

240 

T.  20  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  15:  N2 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

T.  21  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  27:  S2SW 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

80 

T.  21  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  34:  SW,  E2NW 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

240 

T,  22  N.  R.  18  E,  PMM,  sec,  13:  NWNW 

Whiskey  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

40 

T.  22  N.  R.  19  E.  PMM,  sec     9:  W2NE 

Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

80 

T.  22  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  18:  NWNW,  S2NW,  N2SW,  SESW,  W2SE 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

310  96 

T.  22.N.  R.  19  E..  PMM,  sec.  19:  NE.  N2SE,  SWSE,  S2SW 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

357.66 

T.  22  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  20:  NENE,  W2NW 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

120 

T.  22  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  21:  SW 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

160 

T.  22  N.  R.  20  E.,  PMM,  sec.  3:  S2S2,  NESE 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

200 

T.  22  N.  R.  20  E.,  PMM,  sec.  4:  SESW 

White  Horse  Butte 

Fergus 

40 

T.  22  N.  R.  20  E,,  PMM,  sec.  10:  N2NW,  NWNE 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

120 

T.  22  N.  R.  20  E.,  PMM,  sec.  15:  NWNW 

N.  Fork  Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

40 

Subtotal — Lewislown  Office 

3,050.43 

Total  Acres 

27,034.59 

\P 
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specific  impacts  on  current  State  lessee's  ranching 
operations.  This  alternative  would  evaluate  various 
actions  that  might  be  taken  by  the  Land  Board  to 
mitigate  impacts  to  State  lessees.  These  actions  include 
the  potential  consideration  of  delayed  implementation 
until  the  end  of  the  current  lease  term  to  allow  more 
time  for  a  lessee  to  adjust  operations;  granting  access 
easements  to  lessees  before  the  exchange  to  ensure 
future  access  to  other  lands;  making  exchanges  contin- 
gent on  an  equitable  sharing  of  costs  between  parties  if 
the  exchange  requires  fencing  (tribal  resolution  requires 
the  non-Indian  to  fence  to  keep  livestock  from  trespass 
on  a  tribal  lease).  Another  mitigated  exchange  alterna- 
tive that  could  be  suggested  and  evaluated,  but  not 
enforced  without  Crow  tribal  concurrence,  would  be 
the  continued  granting  of  lessee  preference  for  a  transi- 
tional period  of  time.  The  lessee  would  have  to  pay 
more  tor  the  grazing  lease,  but  would  have  some  addi- 
tional time  to  resolve  loss  of  the  lease.  The  final 
mitigated  exchange  alternative  would  allow  State 
lessees  to  propose  exchanges  for  less  critical  deeded 
lands  owned  by  the  lessee  or  for  other  deeded  lands  on 
the  reservation  (with  Crow  tribal  approval,  since  the 
Tribe  would  ultimately  be  the  recipient  of  the  land). 
This  would  occur  as  a  simultaneous,  three-w-ay  ex- 
change. The  deeded  private  land  offered  in  exchange 
would  become  tribal  trust  land,  the  State  land  would 
become  private  land,  and  the  BLM  land  would  become 
State  trust  land,  as  would  normally  occur  in  this  ex- 
change process. 

One  private  three-way  exchange  has  been  proposed 
between  a  State  lessee  and  the  Crow  Tribe.  It  involves 
two  parcels  of  State  land  (Pryor  Creek  and  Broken  Leg 
Creek)  that  would  be  retained  by  the  State  lessee.  The 
lessee  will  provide  the  value  of  these  lands  in  a  trust  or 
escrow  account  that  will  be  disbursed  upon  closing  to 
partially  purchase  lands  selected  by  the  Crow  Tribe 
south  of  Hardin.  This  private  parcel  is  located  below 
the  Big  Horn  Canal,  has  127.7  cultivated  and  irrigated 
acres,  and  has  a  sale  value  of  $  1 56,500.00.    Figure  4- 1 , 
in  Chapter  4,  shows  the  location  of  the  Big  Horn  Canal 
parcel  and  the  legal  description  is  included  in  Appendix 
A.  The  Crow  Tribe  will  pay  any  residual  cost  necessary- 
to  acquire  the  parcel  and  the  lessee  and  Tribe  will  split 
the  closing  costs  and  realty  fees  incurred  to  acquire  the 
private  parcel.  The  State  will  still  acquire  selected 
BLM  lands  equal  in  value  to  the  State  parcels  being 


exchanged.  If  all  requirements  for  this  three-way 
exchange  are  met  in  a  way  that  satisfies  each  of  the 
involved  parties  and  is  acceptable  to  the  Land  Board, 
then  this  alternative  exchange  will  be  incorporated  into 
the  joint  Record  of  Decision/Decision  Record  issued  by 
the  State  and  BLM  at  the  conclusion  of  the  MEPA/ 
NEPA  process. 

Another  three-way  exchange  alternative  that  would 
allow  the  State  lessee  to  acquire  the  Pryor  Creek  and 
Broken  Leg  Creek  parcels  involve  lands  already  pur- 
chased by  the  Crow  Tribe.  In  January  2000,  the  Tribe 
acquired  11, 725. 93  acres,  more  or  less,  in  Big  Horn  and 
Yellowstone  counties,  Montana  by  purchasing  a  prop- 
erty known  as  the  Veenhuis  Ranch.  This  was  done  in 
preparation  for  the  CBSA  Phase  IV  exchange,  which 
involv-es  the  private  (non-State  land)  exchange  de- 
scribed earlier  in  the  Introduction  and  Proposed  Action 
and  Alternatives  sections  of  the  environmental  assess- 
ment. The  Veenhuis  Ranch  appraised  at  $1,930,000. 
The  value  of  the  11,511  acres  of  State  land  no  longer 
owned  by  the  State  is  approximately  $1,600,000.  Thus, 
the  Tribe  has  about  $300,000  more  invested  in  the 
Veenhuis  Ranch  than  will  be  covered  by  the  private 
exchange  program  in  Phase  IV.  The  lessee  can  deposit 
in  an  escrow  or  trust  account  the  amount  of  the  ap- 
praised value  of  the  affected  State  land  for  payment  at 
closing  to  the  Crow  Tribe  for  a  portion  of  the  Veenhuis 
Ranch.  This  would  relieve  the  Crow  Tribe  of  some  of 
the  extra  financial  obligations  it  has  incurred  through 
purchase  of  the  Veenhuis  Ranch.    If  this  alternative 
was  used,  the  following  simultaneous  transactions  would 
occur:    1 )  the  State  lessee  would  get  a  deed  to  the 
affected  State  land,  2)  a  portion  of  the  Veenhuis  Ranch 
equaling  the  value  of  the  State  land  would  be  deeded  to 
the  federal  government,  and  3 )  the  funds  on  deposit  by 
the  State  lessee  would  be  transferred  to  the  Crow  Tribe. 
Figure  4-2  in  Chapter  4  shows  the  location  of  the 
Veenhuis  Ranch  and  the  legal  description  for  the  lands 
involved  are  in  Appendix  A.  Most  ot  the  remainder  of 
the  Veenhuis  Ranch  would  be  acquired  in  Phase  IV  of 
the  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Land  Exchange 
Project,  releasing  the  Crow  Tribe  from  most  financial 
obligations  resulting  from  purchase  of  the  property. 
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2.2.3   Selection  of  other  BLM 
Lands 

Another  alternative  would  be  to  select  other  lands 
within  the  respective  boundaries  ot  the  BLM  Field 
Offices.  Prior  to  the  selection  of  lands  contained  in  the 
proposed  action,  BLM  and  DNRC  staff  met  on  several 
occasions  in  order  to  develop  a  list  of  lands  that  would 
be  suitable  for  continued  study  for  disposal  and  acquisi- 
tion. DNRC  felt  the  lands  studied  under  this  environ- 
mental assessment  would  best  contain  the  elements 
necessary  to  obtain  the  approval  of  the  State  Land 
Board  under  its  land  exchange  policy. 

Fulfillment  of  the  requirements  of  the  CBSA  requires 
the  State's  voluntary  participation,  as  federal  legislation 
cannot  mandate  the  disposal  of  State  properties  without 
the  consent  of  the  State  of  Montana.  Therefore,  only 
the  BLM  lands  DNRC  is  willing  to  accept  are  being 
considered.  This  assessment  will  only  discuss  the 
impacts  of  disposal  and  acquisition  of  the  present  list  of 
selected  lands.  This  alternative,  therefore,  will  not  be 
analyzed  further. 


2.2.4   Other  Alternatives 
Considered  but  Not  Carried 
Forward 

An  alternative  way  of  accomplishing  compensation  for 
the  Crow  Tribe  is  to  provide  money  equivalent  in  value 
to  the  value  of  the  State  lands  and  then  allow  the  Tribe 
to  use  that  money  to  purchase  private  fee  lands  inside 
the  reservation  and  convert  them  to  tribal  trust  lands. 
This  alternative  would  require  either  amending  the 
CBSA  or  new  legislation  that  would  have  Congress 
appropriate  the  necessary  funds.  This  alternative  was 
discussed  as  an  option  at  the  November  1995  Land 
Board  meeting.  The  Crow  Tribe  did  not  support 
opening  the  CBSA  to  amendment  or  new  legislation  to 
provide  funds  for  purchasing  private  lands.  The  Tribe 
expressed  a  specific  interest  in  a  return  of  the  State 
lands,  which  were  Tribal  trust  lands  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  1920  Crow  Allotment  Act  and  subsequent 
selection  of  lands  by  the  State.  Without  tribal  support 
for  new  federal  legislation,  this  option  was  not  feasible 
and  the  Land  Board  directed  DNRC  to  proceed  with 
exchanges  under  the  CBSA. 
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Figure  2-1  State  Lands  In  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-2  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-3  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Pha.se  HI  Exchange 
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Figitre  lA  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-5  BLM  Lai\ds  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-6  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  1-1  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBS  A  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-8  BLU  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-9  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-10  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 


R8E 


D 


m 


i 


^ 


J 


J 


LEGEND 


R9E 


\  ^ 

1 

c-i 

L-1 

Lf 

^ 

-| 

^ 

4„ 

^  -., 

a 

Q. 

ShonkJn 
Creek 


□  D 


D 


<\ 


□ 


T20N 


JZL 


BLM 

USPS 

NPS 

INDIAN  LANDS 


J 


CD 


CORPS 
NWR 
LU 
STATE 


N 


PHASE  III  EXCHANGE  LANDS 


LEWISTOWN  FIELD  OFFICE 
'^^-  Phase  III  Exchange 

Figure  2-10 


2-2- 


C'Cvjv  ^'Vi^i^^furti  J  e^A^itu^ti^t  r^ct 


Figure  2-1 1  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 
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Figure  2-12  BLM  Lands  in  the  CBS  A  Phase  III  Exchange 
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3.0  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT 


This  chapter  describes  the  portions  ot  the  physical, 
biological,  social  and  economic  environments  that 
would  affect  or  might  be  affected  by  the  implementa- 
tion of  any  of  the  alternatives  for  the  proposed  ex- 
change. This  chapter  presents  the  existing  conditions 
as  a  baseline  tor  the  analysis  ot  potential  impacts  that 
are  examined  in  Chapter  4-  Chapter  5  includes  a 
description  of  conditions  for  those  BLM  tracts  in 
Appendix  B  which  had  not  previously  been  specifically 
identitied  for  disposal  in  the  West  HiLine  and  Judith- 
Valley-Phillips  Resource  Management  Plans. 


r/wWe;  5  5;>ot/v/vi^fle 


3.1  BLM  Lands 


3. 1. 1    General  Geography,  Topography  and 
Aesthetics 

The  BLM  lands  in  the  Phase  111  exchange  tall  withm  a 
variety  of  diverse  landscapes.  Table  3-1  summarizes 
some  of  these  diverse  characteristics  of  the  BLM  tracts 
and  allows  for  a  general  comparison  between  the  lands. 
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Table  3-1     Qeneral  Qeography,  Topography  and  Aesthetics  o/BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary 
Settlement  Act  Exchange 


Table  3-1  General  Geography,  Topography  and  Ae 

Crow  Boundary  Settlemen 

sthetics  of  BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  III 
t  Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Landscape 
Position-^ 

Topography* 

View" 

Scenery* 

Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

hitermediate 

Badlands 

Wide 

Sage 

Bhnd  Coulee 

Rosebud 

Intermediate 

Badlands 

Wide 

Sage 

West  BlacktaH  Creek 

Rosebud 

Intermediate 

Badlands 

Wide 

Sage 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Sage 

Hay  Creek 

Powder  River 

Intermediate 

Rolhng 

Wide 

Prairie 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Sage 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

hitermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Prairie 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

kitermediate 

Dissected 

Expansive 

Sage 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Sage 

Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

hitermediate 

Badlands 

Expansive 

Sage 

South  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

Intermediate 

Badlands 

Wide 

Sage 

N.  Fork  StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

Intermediate 

Badlands 

Open 

Sage 

First  Creek 

Custer 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Sage 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Sage 

Mizpah 

Custer 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Open 

Sage 

Home  Creek 

Custer 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Sage 

Ash  Creek  Divide 

Custer 

Upland 

Dissected 

Open 

Mixed 

Sn-evell/Laney  DiMde 

Cutter 

Upland 

Badlands 

Expansive 

Mixed 

South  Laney  Creek 

Custer 

Inteimediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Powder  River 

Custer 

Lowland 

Flat 

Narrow 

Mixed 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

Intermediate 

Rolhng 

Expansive 

Prairie 

N.  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

hitermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Praine            j 

Dry  Creek 

Carter 

hitermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Dry  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

Upland 

Broken 

Expansive 

Prairie 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

Upland 

Broken 

Wide 

Praine 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Mixed 

Lower  Yellowstone 

Wibaux 

Intermediate 

Badlands 

Wide 

Sage 

E.  Fork  Redwater  River 

Richland 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

J*raine 

Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

Intermediate 

Rolhng 

Wide 

Prairie 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

Upland 

Rolhng 

Wide 

Prairie 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

Upland 

Rolhng 

Wide 

Prairie 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

Upland 

Flat 

Wide 

Prairie 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blaine 

Upland 

Flat 

Wide 

Prairie 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

Upland 

Hat 

Wide 

Prairie 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

Upland 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

Upland 

Rolling 

Wide 

Piauie 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

Upland 

Flat 

Wide 

Prakie 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Mixed 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

PhilUps 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Sage 

Sand  Hills 

Phillips 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Expansive 

Mixed 

Roanwood  Valley 

Valley 

Upland 

Broken 

Wide 

Prairie 

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 

c 
c 

c 
c 

c 

c 
c 
c 

c 
c 

c 


Landscape  position  is  described  in  broad  terms  relative  to  major  drainages  (Yellowstone,  Musselshell,  Powder  rivers,  e.g.)  and  interven- 
ing divides.  This  characteristic  is  divided  into  Lowland  (floodplain  or  terraces  near  the  primary  drainage),  Intermediate  (lands  between 
Lowland  and  Upland),  and  Upland. 

Topography  is  divided  into  categories  of  increasing  drainage  density  and  roughness  of  terrain  using  descriptive  terms  like  Flat,  Rolling, 
Broken,  Dissected,  and  Badland 

If  views  are  typically  10-20  miles,  they  are  termed  E.xpansive;  5-10  miles.  Wide;  1-5  miles.  Open;  less  than  a  mile.  Narrow;  and  less 
than  200  yards.  Closed. 

Scenery  depicts  the  typical  vegetation  at  this  site.   Sage  denotes  sagebrush  and  grass  mixed,  Prairie  denotes  mostly  grassland.  Mixed 
means  mixed  scattered  trees,  grass  and/or  sagebrush,  and  Timber  denotes  most  views  are  of  timber  stands. 
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Table  3-1  General  Geography,  Topography  and  Aesthetics  of  BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  III 

Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Landscape 
Position' 

Topography* 

View" 

Scenery^ 

Mos<iuito  Geek 

Valley 

Lowland 

Hat 

Wide 

Prairie 

Kamanski  Hill 

VaUev 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Prairie 

West  Folk  Poplar  River 

N'allev 

Low  land 

Flat 

Wide 

Praine 

Morgan  Coulee 

\alle> 

Intermediate 

Rollmg 

Wide 

Praine 

RouDd  Butte 

ValJev 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Prairie 

Glentana  East 

Valley 

Intermediate 

Rollmg 

Wide 

Prairie 

Glentana  South 

\a]le\ 

Upland 

Rolline 

Open 

Prairie 

Middle  Fofk 

N'allev 

Lowland 

Flat 

Open 

Prairie 

West  Fork 

\alle\ 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Shonkin  Creek 

Choieau 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Prairie 

Smenough/'Poner  Di\ide 

Fergxis 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Closed 

Timber 

Dog  Creek 

Fergus 

Lowland 

Flat 

Wide 

Sage 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Di\ide 

Fergxis 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Sage 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Rollins 

Wide 

Prairie 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Rollms 

Wide 

Prairie 

Whiskev  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Open 

Ktixed 

Taffv  Creek 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Prairie 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Broken 

\\\dc 

Mixed 

Tafh  Ridge 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Praine 

Two  Calf  &eek 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Wide 

Sage 

White  Horse  Bune 

Fergus 

Intermediate 

Broken 

W^ide 

Sage 

N.  Fork  Taff>- Creek 

Fergus 

Inlermediale 

Broken 

Wide 

Sage 

3.1.2    Climate 

The  climate  on  the  BLM  lands  is  semiarid  and  conti- 
nental, with  cold  winters  and  warm  to  hot  summers. 
Climatic  information  on  the  parcels  can  be  interred 
from  climatic  data  collected  in  nearby  cites.  Table  3-2 
provides  climatic  summary  information  for  these  cities. 

The  data  suggest  that  temperatures  are  slightly  cooler 
and  precipitation  is  slightly  less  the  farther  east  and 
north  the  data  are  collected.  Generally  the  higher  the 
elevation,  the  cooler  and  wetter  the  climate  will  be. 
However,  for  purposes  of  this  environmental  assess- 
ment, the  BLM  lands  may  be  considered  to  have 
essentially  the  same  climatic  characteristics  as  the 
nearest  cities  depicted  in  Table  3-2. 


Most  of  the  summer  precipitation  occurs  in  showers  or 
thunderstorms,  with  occasional  steady  rains  during  late 
spring  or  early  summer.  June  is  the  month  of  highest 
precipitation  at  all  selected  stations  and  February  is  the 
month  of  lowest  precipitation.  Precipitation  generally 
falls  as  snow  during  late  fall,  winter,  and  early  spring, 
although  rain  can  occur  in  any  month.  Late  spring, 
summer,  and  early  fall  precipitation  is  almost  always 
rain,  but  hail  is  observed  frequently  during  summer 
thunderstorms.  Although  precipitation  is  not  plentiful, 
it  mainly  occurs  during  the  growing  season  and  is 
conducive  to  the  growth  of  herbaceous  rangeland 
species  and  some  deciduous  and  evergreen  trees  on  the 
BLM  lands. 
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Table  3-2  Selected  Climatic  Data  Summary 


Table  3-2  Se  ected  Climatic  Data  Summary 

Characteristic 

Winifred 

Harlem 

Broadus 

Miles  City 

Opheim 

January  Avg.  Temp. 
(Max./Min.  in  T.) 

28.8/5.5 

24.8/0.7 

31.2/5.3 

26.5/6.0 

17.2/-4.2 

July  Avg.  Temp. 
(Max./Min.  in  °F.) 

84.0/51.3 

85.6/52.3 

86.8/55.5 

88.5/59.9 

80.4/50.1 

Avg.  Total 
Precipitation  (in.) 

15.01 

11.74 

13.52 

13.48 

11.71 

3.1.3   Groundwater,  Geology  and 
Mineral  Potential 

The  BLM  lands  are  underlain  by  one  or  more  of  four 
general  aquifer  types,  or  by  formations  not  generally 
considered  aquifers.  The  four  general  types  of  aquifers 
are  surficial  deposits,  and  aquifers  in  Cenezoic,  Meso- 
zoic,  and  Paleozoic  rocks.'^    Surficial  deposits  include 
alluvium,  fluvial-glacial  gravels,  terrace  gravels,  and 
Flaxville  Formation  gravels  or  equivalents  (Tertiary 
sand  and  gravel).  Table  3-3  summarizes  the  geology, 
groundwater  and  mineral  potential  of  the  BLM  lands. 

The  Fort  Union  Formation  is  the  only  significant 
Cenezoic  aquifer  involved  in  the  CBSA  exchange 
lands.  Tlie  Fort  Union  Formation  is  mapped  as  the 
Tongue  River,  Lebo  and  TuUock  members,  from  young- 
est to  oldest.  The  Tullock  and  Tongue  River  members 
are  important  regional  aquifers,  particularly  where 
thicker  sandstone  and  coal  beds  are  present.  In  areas 
where  coal  beds  have  burned  underground  the  overlying 
beds  are  baked  into  brittle,  fractured  zones  referred  to 
locally  as  "clinker"  or  "scoria."  These  zones  are  fairly 
permeable  and  because  they  do  not  erode  easily,  protect 
areas  from  erosion,  resulting  in  hills.  Scoria  zones  are 
locally  important  aquifers  because  they  permit  infiltra- 
tion of  precipitation  and  have  permeable  zones  that 
readily  transmit  groundwater  Springs  with  generally 


good  quality  water  occur  in  discharge  zones  along  the 
edges  ot  larger  scoria  deposits. 

The  Fort  Union  Formation  thins  along  the  edges,  where 
older,  Mesozoic  rocks  are  exposed.  Mesozoic  aquifers 
important  to  the  BLM  lands  in  this  exchange  include, 
from  youngest  to  oldest,  the  Hell  Creek  (also  locally 
called  Lance)  Formation,  the  Fox  Hills  Sandstone,  the 
Judith  River  Formation,  and  the  Eagle  Formation. 
Generally  water  in  these  aquifers  is  confined  or  "arte- 
sian" and  water  quality  is  highly  variable,  generally 
being  best  close  to  recharge  zones  where  the  formation 
is  exposed. 

The  only  significant  Paleozoic  aquifer  involving  the 
exchange  lands  is  the  massive  limestone  Madison 
Group  aquifer,  which  is  exposed  in  the  Little  Belt  and 
Big  Snowy  mountains  (a  recharge  zone)  and  underlies 
all  of  eastern  Montana  at  considerable  depth. 

In  addition  to  the  geology  listed  in  Table  3-3,  BLM 
lands  in  Valley,  Blaine,  and  Richland  counties  have  a 
veneer  of  glacial  deposits  left  by  continental  glaciation, 
which  generally  obscure  the  underlying  bedrock  geol- 
ogy- 

The  mineral  estate  for  the  BLM  lands  will  be  retained 
by  BLM  and  will  not  be  exchanged  because  the  State 
does  not  own  minerals  on  its  lands  within  the  Crow 


Montana  Ground  Water  Atlas,  (1998)  Montana  State  Library,  Natural  Resource  Information  System. 
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Reservation.  With  the  exception  of  a  small  gravel  pit 
on  the  Shonkin  Creek  parcel  in  Chouteau  County,  no 
mineral  or  material  extraction  has  occurred.  A  recent 
review  revealed  no  mining  claims  on  the  BLM  tracts.  A 
mineral  report  compiled  hy  the  BLM  for  this  exchange 
is  included  in  Appendix  C.  Tlie  mineral  report  con- 
cludes: 

Tlie  conveyance  lands  contain  the  potential  for  the 
occurrence  of  oil,  gas,  coal,  and  mineral  materials 
resources.  Development  potential  tor  oil  and  gas 
ranges  from  low  to  high.  Moderate  to  high  oil  and 
gas  development  potential  exists  on  tracts  located 
in  northern  Fergus,  Richland,  Wibaux,  western 
Rosebud,  Fallon,  Custer,  Carter,  and  Powder  River 
Counties.  There  are  no  producing  wells  or  leases 
on  the  tracts.  Coal  of  high  de\'elopment  potential 
occurs  within  the  Pine  Hills  field  on  the  tract 
located  in  Custer  County  in  T.  7  N.,  R.  50  E..  The 
coal  is  not  likely  to  be  developed  within  the  fore- 
seeable future.  There  is  no  leasable  mineral  produc- 
tion on  any  ot  the  subject  tracts. 

Mineral  materials  resources  are  abundant  through- 
out the  region  and  have  the  potential  for  occur- 
rence on  the  tracts.  There  are  no  known  pits  or 
permits  on  any  of  the  subject  tracts  and  develop- 
ment potential  is  unknown.  Development  of  any 
mineral  material  resources  on  the  tracts  would  be 
demand-driven  and  permitting  is  discretionary. 
There  are  no  areas  of  high  demand  on  any  of  the 
tracts  for  mineral  materials  at  the  present  time. 
Mineral  materials  ownership  would  remain  with  the 
United  States  and  permitting  could  continue  with 
coordination  with  the  State  of  Montana  as  the 
surface  owner. 

There  are  no  geologic  or  mineral-related  reasons 
which  would  preclude  the  conveyance  of  surface 
rights  of  the  subject  lands  out  of  federal  ownership. 
The  proposed  conveyance  would  not  interfere  with 
operations  under  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act. 
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Table  3-3   Qroundwater,  Qeology  and  Mineral  Potential  of  BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary 
Settlement  Act  Exchange 


Table  3-3  Groundwater,  Geology  and  Mineral  Potential  of  BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  III 

Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Geologic 
Formation" 

Groundwater 
Potential" 

Water 
Quality" 

Mineral 
Potential" 

Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

Lance  Frn.  and  Bearpaw 
Shale 

15  25gpm,  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L 

NA 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

NA 

Blind  Coulee 

Rosebud 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

NA 

West  Blacktail  Creek 

Rosebud 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

NA 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Oil 

Hay  Creek 

Powder  River 

TuUock  /Fort  Union  and 
Hell  Creek  Fm 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

Tullock  /Fort  Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mgrt. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

TuUock  /Fort  Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

Ludlow  /Fort  Union  and 
Hell  Creek  Fm 

5-20gpm-,  ME  200 

500-1800  mg/L 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

Ludlow  /Fort  Union  and 
Hell  Creek  Fm 

5-20gpm-.  ME  200 

500-1800  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

Tongue  River  and  Lebo  /Ft. 
Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  rag/L 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

South  StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

Lebo  and  Tullock  /Ft. 
Union 

15-25gpm;ME100 

500-5000  mg/L 

OU,  Gas,  Scoria 

N.  Fork  StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

Lebo/Ft,  Union 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Oil.  Gas,  Scoria 

First  Creek 

Custer 

Lebo  and  Tullock  /Ft. 
Union 

15-25gpm,  ME  100 

500-5000  mgrt.. 

Oil,  Gas.  Scoria 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

Lebo  and  Tullock /Ft. 
Union 

l5-25gpm;ME100 

500-5000  mgft.. 

OU,  Gas,  Scoria 

Mizpah 

Custer 

TuUock  /Ft.  Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mgA.. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Home  Creek 

Custer 

Lebo  and  TuUock /Ft. 
Union 

15-25gpm;ME100 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Ash  Creek  Divide 

Custer 

Tongue  River  /  Ft.  Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas,  Coal, 
Scoria 

Strevell/Laney  Divide 

Custer 

Tongue  River  and  Lebo  /Ft. 
Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

South  Lanev  Creek 

Custer 

TuUock  /Fort  Union 

15-25spra-.  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas.  Scoria 

Powder  River 

Custer 

Alluvium/Colluvium 

5-50gpin;  ME  1,500 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

HeU  Creek  Fm. 

5-20gpm;  ME  200 

500-1800  mg/L. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

N.  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

Upper  Pierre  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

OU,  Gas 

Dry  Creek 

Carter 

Upper  Pierre  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

OU,  Gas 

Dry  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

Lower  Pierre  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Oil,  Gas 

Miles  Citv  Creek 

Fallon 

Tongue  River  /  Ft.  Union 

5-20gpm;  ME  200 

500-5000  mgA.. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Brush  Creek 

FaUon 

Tongue  River  /  Ft.  Union 

15-25gpm,  ME  100 

500-5000  mgTL. 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Lower  Yellowstone 

Wibaux 

Tongue  River  /  Ft.  Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L. 

OU,  Gas,  Scoria 

E  Fork  Redwater  River 

Richland 

Tongue  River  /  Ft.  Union 

15-25gpm;  ME  100 

500-5000  mg/L 

Oil,  Gas,  Scoria 

Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

Marian  River  Fm 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gas 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

Fox  HiUs/HeU  Creek  Fm. 

5-20gpm;  ME  200 

500-1800  mg/L. 

Gas,  Gravel 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

Fox  HiUs  Fm. 

5-20gpm;  ME  200 

500-1800  mg/L. 

Gas,  Gravel 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 

5-50gpm;  ME  1,500 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gas,  Gravel 

Geologic  information  is  taken  front  30'X60'Geologic  Maps  provided  by  the  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology. 

Groundwater  Potential  is  based  on  typical  production  yields  listed  in  the  Montana  Ground  Water  Atlas,  listed  in  the  format  of  a  produc- 
tion range  listed  in  gallons  per  minute  (5-15  gpm)  and  what  exceptional  wells  may  exceed  (ME  100  gpm). 
Based  on  typical  range  of  Total  Dissolved  Solids  (TDS)  from  the  Montana  Ground  Water  Atlas. 

Minerals  listed  have  a  moderate  to  high  "occurrence  potential",  but  widely  varied  "development  potential".  Mineral  potential  is  listed  tor 
information  only  and  is  based  on  BLM's  mineral  report.   No  mineral  estate  will  he  exchanged. 
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Table  3-3  Groundwater,  Geology  and  Mineral  Potential  of  BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  ITI 

Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Geologic 
Formation'" 

Groundwater 
Potential" 

Water 
Quality'' 

Mineral 
Potential" 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blaine 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 

5-50gpm;ME  1,500 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gas,  Gravel 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 

5-50gpra;  ME  1.500 

300-2200  mgO. 

Gas,  Gravel 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 

5-50gpm;  ME  1.500 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gas,  Gravel 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 

5-50gpm;  ME  1,500 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gas,  Gravel 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 

5-50gpm;  ME  1,500 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gas,  Gravel 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

PhiUips 

Jurassic  Undifferentiated, 

Madison  Group.and 

Claggett  Shale 

206000gpm 

500-300000  mg/L 

NA 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

PhilUps 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

NA 

Sand  HiUs 

Philhps 

Bearpaw ,  Judith  River. 
Claggett,  and  Eagle  Fm. 

5-15gpm;  ME  100 
I0  20gpm,  ME200 

160-27000  mg/L 
800-1500  mg/I. 

NA 

Roanwood  Valley 

VaUey 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 
TuUock/Ft  Union 

5-50gpm;  ME  1,500 
Not  an  aquifer 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gravel 

Mosquito  Creek 

VaUev 

Tullock  /Ft.  Union 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gravel 

Kamaaski  HiQ 

Valley 

Teniary  sand  and  gravel 
Tongue  River  /Ft.  Union 

5-50gpm;  ME  1,500 
15-25gpm;  ME  100 

300-2200  mg/L 
500-5000  mg/L 

Gravel 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

Alluvium/Colluvium 

5-50gpm;  ME  1.500 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Gravel 

Morgan  Coulee 

Valley 

Tullock  /Ft  Union 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gravel 

Round  Butte 

Valley 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 
Tullock  /FL  Union 

5-50gpm;  ME  1,500 
Not  an  aquifer 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gravel 

Glentana  East 

Valley 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 
Tidlock  /Fl  Union 

5-50gpm;  ME  1,500 
Not  an  aquifer 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gravel 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

Tertiary  sand  and  gravel 
Tullock  /Ft  Union 

5-50gpm,  ME  1,500 
Nolan  aquifer 

300-2200  mg/L 

Gravel 

Middle  Fork 

Valley 

Hell  Creek  Fm. 

5-20gpm:  ME  200 

500-1800  mg/L 

Gravel 

West  Fork 

Valley 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gravel 

Shonkin  Creek 

Chouteau 

Marias  River  Shale; 
Quateraarv  Terrace 

Not  an  aquifer 
5-50  gpm;  ME  1.500 

NA 
300/2200  mg/1. 

Gravel 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

Otter,  Tyler.  Heath,  and 
Alaska  Bench  Fms. 

20-6000gpra 

500-300000  mg/L 

NA 

Dog  Creek 

Fergus 

Judith  River  Fm. 

5-15gpm;ME100 

160  27000  mg/L 

Gas 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

Bearpaw/Judith  River  Fm. 

5-15gpm;ME100 

160-27000  mgA, 

Gas 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gai 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

Judith  River/Claggett  Fm. 

5-15gpm;  ME  100 

160-27000  mg/L 

Gas           1 

Whiskey  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

Judith  River  Fm. 

5-15gpm;  ME  100 

160-27000  mg/L 

Gas 

Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gas 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

Judith  River  Fm. 

5-15gpm;  ME  100 

160-27000  mg/L 

Gas 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

Judith  River  Fm. 

5-15gpm;  ME  100 

160-27000  mg/L 

Gas 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

Juditli  River  Fm. 

5-15gpm.  ME  100 

160-27000  mg/L 

Gas 

White  Horse  Butte 

Fergus 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gas 

N.  Fork  Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Not  an  aquifer 

NA 

Gas 

3.1.4   Surface  Water  Rights 

Water  rights  on  BLM  lands  involved  in  the  Phase  III 
exchange  are  listed  in  Table  3'4.  Water  rights  denoted 
with  an  asterisk  (*)  are  rights  that  are  on  the  BLM 
parcel,  hut  are  listed  in  the  name  of  either  the  current 
or  a  previous  BLM  permittee. 


3.1.5  Vegetation 


The  Montana  Vegetation  Types  map'''  lists  vegetation 
types  for  the  BLM  lands  involved  in  this  exchange 
proposal.  Table  3-5  indicates  tracts  and  parcels  within 
each  vegetative  type  and  typical  species.  While  this 
table  provides  a  description  ot  vegetation  that  might  be 
expected  on  each  tract,  it  does  not  account  for  vegeta- 
tive diversity  that  occurs  within  the  vegetation  types 
and  should  not  be  considered  a  detailed  inventory  of 
the  vegetation  on  each  tract  or  parcel. 


*  Payne,  G.F.,  1973  Vegetative  Rangeland  Types  in  Muntana,  Montana  Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  Montana  State  University. 
Bo:eman. 
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Table  3-4  Water  Rights  on  BLM  Land  in  the  Phase  III  CBSA  Exchange 


Table  3-4  Wa 

.er  Rights  on  BLI 

VI  Land  in  the  Phase  III  CBSA  Exchange                     | 

Legal  Description 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

Water  Rights 

Use 

T5N,  R38E,  PMM.  Sec  10:  NWNW, 
S2SW.  NWSW 

Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

160 

None  Listed 

T9N,  R36E,  PMM,  Sec  6:  lots  1-7, 
S2NE.  SENW,  E2SW,  SE 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

630 

None  Listed 

TION,  R36E,  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  3,4. 
E2SW.  SE 

Blind  Coulee 

Rosebud 

313.51 

None  Listed 

TION,  R36E,  PMM,  Sec  32:  W2 

West  Blacktail  Creek 

Rosebud 

320 

None  Listed 

T12N.  R32E,  PMM.  Sec  24:  E2 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

320 

None  Listed 

T5S,  R53E,  PMM,  Sec  15:  all 

Hay  Creek 

Powder  River 

640 

42J-D008 183,0009026 

Stock  Water 

T3S,  R52E,  PMM,  Sec  35:  lots  1-12.  N2 

Poker  lim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

746.8 

None  Listed 

TIS,  R53E,  PMM,  Sec  4:  lots  1-4, 
S2N2,  S2 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

634.1 

42J  -D009652,  C056492, 
DO  10264 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife/Waterfowl 

T4N,    R53E,  PMM.  Sec    6:  lots  1-11, 
S2NE,  SENW.  E2SW,  SE 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

757.41 

None  Listed 

T5N,  R52E,  PMM,  Sec  26:  W2 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

320 

None  Listed 

T6N,  R50E,  PMM,  Sec  2:  lots  1-4. 
S2N2 

Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

321.64 

None  Listed 

T6N,  R50E.  PMM.  Sec  24:  all 

South  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

640 

42J -PI 05977,0009744 

Stock  Water 

T6N.  R51E,  PMM.  Sec  6:  lots  1,2,4, 
SENE 

N.  Fork  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

156.62 

42J  D006909*,E103451* 

Stock  Water 

T6N,  R51E.  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  1-4,  E2, 
E2W2 

First  Creek 

Custer 

619.8 

42J  -P029I63.  D009662, 
D001701*.D008006. 

T6N.  R51E.PMM.Sec32:all 



Second  Creek 

Custer 

640 

None  Listed 

' 

T6N,  R53E,  PMM.  Sec  30:  all  (Lots  1- 
24  inclusive.  E2 

Home  Creek 

Custer 

1207.48 

None  Listed 

T6N,  R52E,  PPM,  Sec.  30:  Lots,  4,7,9- 
11,  13,14,W2NESW,  E2SESW, 
S2NWSESW.  SWSESW 

Mizpah 

Custer 

218.97 

42J  -D0080O6 

Stock  Water 

T7N,  R50E,  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  1.2, 
E2E2,  NWNE,  NENW 

Ash  Creek  Divide 

Custer 

314,75 

None  Listed 

T7N,  R51E,PMM,Sec32:aU 

Strevell/Laney  Divide 

Custer 

640 

None  Listed 

T7N,  R51E,  PMM,  Sec  34:  ■W2 

South  Laney  Creek 

Custer 

320 

42J  -D006924» 

Stock  Water 

T7N.  R51E.  PMM,  Sec  36:  W2NE, 
SENE.  NWSE 

Powder  River 

Custer 

160 

42J  -D009655.  D002489 

Stock  Water 
Irrigation 

T4S,  R55E,  PMM,  Sec  3:  SW,  W2SE 

Pocochichee  /Adams 
Divide 

Carter 

240 

42J  -D002447 

Stock  Water 

T4S,  R55E,  PMM.  Sec  10:  N2NW. 
SESE 

Pocochichee  /Adams 
Divide 

Carter 

120 

42I-C08356I* 

Stock  Water 

T4S,  R55E.  PMM.  Sec  14:  all 

N  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

640 

42J-C083561*.  C083558, 
D002437 

Stock  Water 
WildlifeAVaterfowl 

T4S.  R55E,  PMM,  Sec  15:  NESE 

N,  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

40 

42J  -C083558 

Stock  Water 
WildUfe/Waterfowl 

T4S,  R55E,PMM,Sec21:NE 

Dry  Creek 

Carter 

160 

None  Listed 

T4S,  R56E,  PMM.  Sec  29:  S2 

Dry  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

320 

None  Listed 

T6N,  R55E.  PMM,  Sec  8:  aU 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

640 

42L  -W080347,  W080348, 
W080349,  W080350 

Stock  Water 
Wildhfe 

T6N.  R55E.  PMM,  Sec  17:  all 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

640 

42L-W080351,WO8O352, 
C038763 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife 

T6N,  R56E,PMM,Sec  l:lom-12,S2 

Brash  Creek 

Fallon 

776  96 

42L  -  W080353,  W080354. 
W080355.  W08O356 

Stock  Water 
WildUfe 

T6N.  R56E,  PMM.  See  12:  all 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

640 

42L  -  W080357,  W080358. 
W080359.  W080360 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife 

T18N,  RS8E.  PMM.  Sec     6:  lots  1-7, 
S2NE,  SENW,  E2SW,  SE 

Dry  Creek 

Wibaux 

680.76 

None  Listed 

T24N,  R53E,  PMM,  Sec  30:  lots  3.4, 
E2SW.  SE 

E,  Fork  Redwater  River 

Richland 

304.98 

None  Listed 

T.  29  N..  R,  21  E.,  PMM.  Sec^  08.  S2NE 

Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

80 

None  Listed 

T.  35  N..  R.  22  E..  PMM.  Sec.  01.  SE. 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

280 

40J-W066082,  W066083 

Stock  Water 

52- 
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Table  3-4  \>  ater  Rights  on  BL 

M  Land  in  t  le  Phase  III  CBS.\  Exchange 

L€gal  Description 

Tract  Identitv 

Counts 

Acres 

Water  Rights 

Use 

n:sw.  sesw 

Wildlife 

T  ?5  N  .  R  22  E.  PMM.  Sec  02,  S2 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

.None  Listed 

T  35  N  .  R.  22  E,  PMM,  Sec.  11,  W2: 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

40J  -W0661(M,  W066105. 
W066084,  W066085, 
wn66093.  W066099. 

W066101. 
W066087,  W066090. 
W066094.  W066095, 
W066103.  W066098. 
W066102.  W066088. 
W0660S9.  W066086. 
W066091.\V066097, 
W066100,  W066092, 
W066096 

Scock  Water 
WUdlife 

T  35  N.,  R  22  E.  PMM.  Sec.  12. 
N2N2.  SE 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

4OJ-C041472,W066106. 
W066107 

Stock  Water 
WUdhfe 

T  35  N  .  R.  23  E.  PMM.  Sec.  0?.  Ux  1 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

36.88 

None  Listed 

T  35  N..  R.  23  E..  PMM.  Sec.  29, 
E2SW.  W2SE 

Hogelasd  Ridge 

Blaine 

160 

None  Listed 

T  35  N..  R  r-  E-.  PMM  Sec  31.  NEXE 

Hogehnd  Ridge 

Blaine 

40 

None  Listed 

T  35  N.,  R  23  E.  PMM.  Sec.  32.  N2N2 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

160 

40J-W066118,W066119 

Stork  Water 
Wildlife 

T.  35  .N  .  R.  25  E.  PMM.  Sec  14.  S2SE 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

SO 

40J  -C07gg36,  C078836 

Sr.-x-t  Water 
WildhteA^'atenowl 

T.  33  N.,  R.  25 1,  PMM,  Sec.  21.  E2 

Turner  Colony 
Nontwest 

Blaine 

320 

40J  -W066134.  W066135 

Stock  Waier 
WiMfife 

T  35  N  .  R  25  E.  PMM.  Sec.  22. 
W2.VW 

Turner  Colooy 
.Northwest 

Blaine 

80 

None  Listed 

T.  35  N  .  R.  25  E  .  PNfM.  Sec  32.  E2NE 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

SO 

40J  -W066141.  W066143 

Stock  Water 
WildUfe 

T  35  N.,  R.  25  E.  PMM.  Sec  33.  N2. 
SW ,  NESE 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

520 

40J  -W066139,  \V066145. 

C078837.  W06613g, 

W066140 

Stcck  Water 
WildlifeWaleifowl 

T.  36  .N.,  R  24  E,  P.MM,  Sec  03.  Lots 

3,4 

NOTih  Murray  Coiilee 

Blaine 

38.8 

None  Listed 

T  36  N-.  R  24  E  .  PMM  Sec.  10.  K2. 
SE  SESW 

Murray  Coulee 

Blame 

520 

40J  •W000128* 

Stock  Water 

T  36  N  .  R.  24  E  ,  PMM,  Sec  14, 
N2^m■.  SWNW 

Murray  Coulee 

Blame 

120 

40J-W066310.W066311 

Stock  Water 
Wildhfe 

T  36  N.,  R  24  E..  PMM.  Sec  15,  N2 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

320 

40J-WM1S74' 

Stock  Water 

T  36  N  ,  R  26  E,  PMM,  Sec  19. 1  ots 

1.2.  SWT^' 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

107.09 

Nooe  Listed 

T.  24  N  .  R.  26  E  .  PMM.  Sec    6.  IcK  3 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

40.11 

None  Listed 

T.  24  N  .  R.  2t  E.  PMM.  Sec    ~.  SWNE 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillip^ 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  24  N  ,  R.  26  E,  PMM.  Sec    8.  E2SE 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

80 

None  Listed 

T.  24  N.,  R.  26  E,  PMM.  Sec.  20. 
SWSW 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

40 

None  Listed 

T  24  N  ,  R.  26  E,  PMM.  Sec.  28. 
NWSE 

Lx)wer  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  24  N  .  R  26  E  ,  P.MM.  Sec.  29. 
W2.VE  W2SW.  NWSE 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

200 

None  Listed 

T.  24  N..  R  26  E  ,  PMM,  Sec.  30.  E2  . 
NENW 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

360 

None  Listed 

T  24  N..  R.  25  E.  P.MM.  Sec.  8.  SESE 

Sand  Hills 

Phillips 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  24  N..  R.  25  E.  PMM.  Sec  17.  NENE 
S2NE  NESW  and  SE 

Sand  Hills 

Phillips 

320 

40EJ-W065265,  W065266 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife 

T  ;-  N  .  R  2-^  E    PMM.  .Sec  20,  NENE 

Sand  H:!h 

Phillips 

40 

None  Listed 
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Table  3-4  Water  Rights  on  BL 

M  Land  in  the  Phase  III  CBSA  Exchange                     || 

Legal  Description 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

Water  Rights 

Use 

T.  24  N.,  R.  25  E..  PMM,  Sec.  21, 
N2N2,  SWNE.  SENW 

Sand  Hills 

Phillips 

240 

40EJ-P088325 

Stock  Water 

T.  37  N.,  R.  40  E.,  PMM.  Sec.  4,  SESW 

Roanwood  Valley 

Valley 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  37  N.,  R.  40  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  9,  W2NE, 
SENB.  E2NW,  SW 

Roanwood  Valley 

Valley 

360 

40Q  -W077498.  W077499, 
W013017*,  W0I6614' 

Stock  Water 
WUdlife 

T.  37  N.,  R.  41  E.,  PMM.  Sec.  28,  N2 

Mosquito  Creek 

Valley 

320 

None  Listed 

T.  37  N.,  R.  42  E.,  PMM.  Sec,  21,  NW, 
S2NE  and  E2SE 

Kamanski  Hill 

Valley 

320 

40Q  -W077502,  W07750 

Stock  Water 
WildUfe 

T.  36  N.,  R.  42  E  ,  PMM,  Sec.  2,  lot  4  and 
SWNW 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

78.75 

None  Usted 

T.  36  N.,  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  3,  lot  1 
and  SENE 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

78.75 

None  Listed 

T.  37  N.,  R,  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  35,  E2SW 
and  W2SE 

Morgan  Coulee 

Valley 

160 

None  Listed 

T.  36  N.,  R.  41  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  10,  SW 
and  W2SE 

Round  Butte 

Valley 

240 

40Q  -W077492.  W077493 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife 

T  36N.,R.41E..PMM,Sec.  15, 
N2NW 

Round  Butte 

VaUey 

80 

T.  36  N.,  R.  42  E..  PMM,  Sec.  23,  E2SE 

Glentana  East 

Valley 

80 

40Q-W187576* 

Stock  Water 

T.  36  N.,  R  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec  24, 
NENW  S2NW  and  SW 

Glentana  East 

Valley 

280 

40Q-W1 87576* 

Stock  Water 

T.  35  N,.  R,  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  8,  SE 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

160 

None  Listed 

T  35  N..  R.  42  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  9.  SWNE, 
S2NW  ,W2SW 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

200 

None  Listed 

T.  34  N.,  R  40  E,  PMM,  Sec.  1 1.  S2 

Middle  Fork 

Valley 

320 

40O  -W042182*. 
W042183*.  W130676' 

Stock  Water 

T.  33  N., R.  39 E,  PMM.  Sec.  1. 
W2W2,  SESW  ,  SWSE 

West  Fork 

Valley 

240 

None  Listed 

T.  33  N.,  R.  39  E.,  PMM.  Sec.  2.  E2  and 
E2NW 

West  Fork 

Valley 

400 

40O  ■W077399,  W077400 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife 

T.21N.  R.9E.,  PMM,Sec.  8;  SENE 

ShonJcin  Creek 

Choleau 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  E..  PMM.  Sec.  15: 
NWSW 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  13N.R.  21E.,  PMM,  Sec.  20: 
SENE.  SE 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

200 

None  Listed 

T.  13N.  R.  21E.  PMM,  Sec.  21: 
SWNE.  NENW,  S2NW 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

160 

None  Listed 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  28: 
NWNW 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  13  N.  R.  21  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  29:  N2NE 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

80 

None  Listed 

T.  20  N.  R.  19  E..  PMM,  Sec.  8:  W2W2, 
excl.  lands  west  of  RR 

Dog  Creek 

Fergus 

141.81 

41 T  -W079235,  W079236 

Stock  Water 
WildUfe 

T.  20  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  Sec.  9:  SE, 
S2SW 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

240 

None  Listed 

T.  20  N  R  19  E.,  PMM,  Sec  15:  N2 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

None  Listed 

T.  21  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  27:  S2SW 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

80 

41T  -W079247,  W079248 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife 

T.  21  N.  R.  19  E..  PMM.  sec.  34:  SW, 
E2NW 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

240 

41T-P05150! 

Stock  Water 

T.  22N.R.  18  E„  PMM,  sec.  13: 
NWNW 

Whiskey  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

40 

None  Listed 

T.  22  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.    9:  W2NE 

Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

80 

None  Listed 

T.   22   N.   R.    19   E,   PMM.   sec.    18: 
NWNW,  S2NW,  N2SW,  SESW.  W2SE 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

320 

41 T  -W079284,  W079285 

Stock  Water 
WildUfe 

T.  22  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  19:  NE, 
N2SE,  SWSE,  S2SW 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

400 

None  Listed 

T  22  N.  R.  19  E..  PMM.  sec.  20: 
NENE,  W2NW 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

120 

41T  -W079286,  W079287 

Stock  Water 
Wildlife 

T.  22  N.  R.  19  E.,  PMM,  sec.  21:  SW 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

160 

None  Listed 

T.  22  N.  R.  20  E.,  PMM,  sec.  3:  S2S2, 
NESE 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

200 

None  Listed 

T.  22  N.  R.  20  E.,  PMM,  sec.  4:  SESW 

While  Horse  Butte 

Fergus 

40 

None  Listed 

T.22N.  R.  20E.,  PMM,  sec.  10: 
N2NW,  NWNE 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

120 

None  Listed 

T.  22  N.  R.  20  E.,  PMM,  sec.  15: 
NWNW 

N.  Fork  Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

40 

None  Listed 

5f 
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Table  3-5  Vegetative  T\/)c  Characteristics  of  BLM  Lands  (Species  in  hold  type  are  distinguishing  species) 
Foothills  Qrassland 


Table  3-5  Vegetative  Type  Characteristics  of  BLM  Lands 

(Species  in  bold  type  are  distinguishing  species) 

Foothills  Grassland 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Shonkin  Creek 

Bluebunch  wheatgrass 

Western  yarrow 

Douglas  hawthome 

Quaking  aspen 

Miles  Bulte 

Western  wheatgrass 

Clubmoss 

Saskatoon  serviceberry 

Idaho  fescue 

Lupine 

Western  chokecherry 

Sheep  fescue 

Phlox 

Russet  buffaloberry 

Needle-and-thread 

Rose 

Mountain  brome 

Pumpelly  brome 

Thickspike  wheatgrass 

Bluegrass 

Sandberg  bluegrass 

Prairie  junegrass 

Green  necdiegrass 

Blue  grama 

Badlands  Grassland 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Home  Creek 

Blue  grama 

Broom  snakeweed 

Shadscale  saltbush 

Absent  or  Occasional 

Strevell  Creek 

Western  wheatgrass 

Phlox 

Greasewood 

N  Fork  Slrevell  Creek 

Nccdle-and-thread 

Wildbuckwheat 

Sagebrush 

South  Slrevell  Creek 

Buffalograss 

Scarlet  globemaJlow 

Plains  pricklypcar 

Firsl  Creek 

Sandberg  bluegrass 

Goosefoot 

Silver  sagebrush 

Second  Creek 

Bluebunch 

Rabbitbrush 

Mizpah 

wheatgrass 

NuttaJl  saltbush 

Strevell  Laney  Divide 

Plains  muhly 

Creeping  juniper 

South  Laney  Creek 

Little  bluestem 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Green  ncedlegrass 

Kimball  Creek 

Praine  sandreed 

Lower  Yellowstone 

Powder  River 

Northeastern  Grassland                                                        | 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

E.  Fk.  Redwater  River 

Little  Bluestem 

Broom  Snakeweed 

Plains  Pricklypear 

Absent  or  Occasional 

Blue  Grama 

Fringed  Sagewort 

Rose 

Needle-and-thread 

Phlox 

Skunkbush  Sumac 

Western  Wheatgrass 

Scarlet  Globemallow 

Creeping  Juniper 

Plains  Muhly 

Woolly  plantain 

Sandberg  Bluegrass 

Wildbuckwheat 

Green  Needlcgrass 

Threadleaf  Sedge 

Needleleaf  Sedge 

F/vrWe  5  ^;?<:ck/u^ne 
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Table  3-5  Vegetative  Type  Characteristics  of  BLM  Lands 

(Species  in  bold  type  are  distinguishing  species) 

Ponderosa  Pine  Savannah 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Ash  Creek  Divide 

Western  Wheatgrass 

Phlox 

Skunkbush  Sumac 

Pondersoa  Pine 

Bluebunch  Wheatgrass 

Lupine 

Common  Snowberry 

Rocky  Mountain 

Blue  Grama 

Wild  Buckwheat 

Plains  Pricklypear 

Juniper 

Sandberg  Bluegrass 

Needle-and-thread 

Little  Bluestem 

Buffalograss 

Praine  Junegrass 

Indian  Ricegrass 

Idaho  Fescue 

Sideoats  Grama 

Southeastern  Grassland                                                      1 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Butte  Creek 

Buffalograss 

Plantain 

Big  sagebrush 

Absent  or  Occasional 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Blue  grama 

Scarlet  globemallow 

Silver  sagebrush 

Hay  Creek 

Western  wheatgrass 

Wild  onion 

Nuttall  saltbush 

Pocochichee/Adams 

Threadleaf  sedge 

Biscuitroot 

Plains  pricklypear 

Divide 

Sandberg  bluegrass 

Fringed  sagewort 

Miles  City  Creek 

Needle-and-thread 

Brush  Creek 

Thickspike  wheatgrass 
Bluebunch  wheatgrass 
Prairie  junegrass 

Sagebrush-Saltbus 

h                                       1 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Dry  Creek 

Thickspike  wheatgrass 

Biscuitroot 

Scurfless  Saltbush 

Absent  or 

N.  Fk.  Dry  Creek 

Streambank 

Nuttall  nionolepis 

Nuttall  saltbush 

Occasional 

Dry  Creek  Ridge 

wheatgrass 

Wild  onion 

Sagebrush 

Thebes  Lake 

Alkali  sacaton 

Wildbuckwheat 

Plains  pricklypear 

Blind  Coulee 

Western  wheatgrass 

Scarlet  globemallow 

Black  greasewood 

W.  Blacktail  Creek 

Blue  grama 

Broom  Snakeweed 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Plains  reedgrass 
Needle-and-thiead 
Sandberg  bluegrass 
Green  Needlegrass 
Indian  nicegrass 
Threadleaf  sedge 

Northern  Grassland                                                         | 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Roanwood  Valley 

Blue  grama 

Clubmoss 

Absent  or  occasional 

Absent  or  occasional 

Mosquito  Creek 

Western  wheatgrass 

Fringed  Sagewort 

Kamanski  Hill 

Sedges 

W.  Fork  Poplar  Riv 

Needleleaf  sedge 

Morgan  coulee 

Needle-and-thread 

Glentana  East 

Prairie  Junegrass 

West  Fork 

Plains  reedgrass 

Turner  Colony  West 

Threadleaf  sedge 

Murphy  Coulee 

Hogeland  Ridge 

¥ 
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Table  3-5  Vegetative  Type  Characteristics  of  BLM  Lands 
(Species  in  bold  type  are  distinguishing  species) 

1                                1                               1                               1 

Sandy  Grassland/Northern  Grassland 

Tracte 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Glentana  South 
Round  Butte 
Middle  Fork 
Murray  Coulee 
N.  Murray  Coulee 
Turner  North 
Turner  South 
Turner  Colony  NW 

Needle-and-thread 
Threadleaf  sedge 

Bluebunch  Wheatgrass 
Indian  nicegrass 
Blue  Grama 
Prairie  Junegrass 
Sand  bluestem 
Sand  dropseed 

Breadfoot  Scurfpca 
Scarlet  globemallow 
Purple  pointlow 

Yucca 
Rose 

Chokecherry 
Skunkbush  sumac 

Absent  or  Occasional 

Lodgepol 

e  Pine — Douglas  Fir  Forest 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Surenough/Potter 
Divide 

Pine  Reedgrass 

Elksedgc 
Bluegrass 

Showy  aster 

Big  Wortleberry 
Shinyleaf  spirea 
Rose  spirea 
Utah  honeysuckle 

Grouse  Wortleberry 

Lodgepole  pine 

Douglas  fir 
Ponderosa  pine 
Rocky  Mtn.  juniper 

Central  Grassland 

Tracts 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Upper  Camp  Creek 
Lower  Camp  Creek 
Sand  Hills 
Cache  Creek 
Dog  Creek 
Rose/Dog  Creek 
Divide 
Rose  Creek 
Bloomficid  Butte 
Whiskey  Ridge  West 
Taffy  Creek 
Flax  Coulee 
Taffy  Ridge 
Two  Calf  Creek 
White  Horse  Butte 
N.  Fork  Taffy  Creek 

Blue  grama 
Western  wheatgrass 
Needle-and-thread 
Sandberg  bluegrass 
Green  Needlegrass 
Bluebunch  Wheatgrass 
Plains  reedgrass 
Prairie  junegrass 
Plains  muhly 
Threadleaf  sedge 
Needleleaf  sedge 

Fnnged  sagewort 

Broom  snakeweed 

Phlox 

Wild  buckwheat 

Scarlet  globmallow 

Sagebrush 

Plains  pricklypear 

Absent  or  Occasional 

3.1.5.1   Rare  Plants 

No  threatened  or  endangered  plants  are  known  to  exist 
on  the  parcels  of  BLM  lands  considered  tor  exchange. 
No  inventories  have  been  conducted  on  most  or  all  of 
these  tracts  so  no  sensitive  plant  species  were  detected 
during  a  Natural  Heritage  Program  data  search.  How- 
ever, in  some  cases,  rare  or  sensitive  plants  exist  or  have 
historically  existed  nearby  the  lands  being  exchanged, 
which  may  include  similar  habitat  with  potential  for 


these  rare  plants.  For  example,  smooth  goosefoot 
(C/^e?^opO(il^^m  suh^iobrum)  is  present  at  one  site  on 
saiidy  soil  on  the  tloodplain  of  the  Powder  River  near 
Locate.   Bractless  mentielia  W^enuzlia  nuia)  grows  in 
sandy  or  gravely  soils  and  was  also  recorded  in  the 
Locate  area.  The  Powder  River  tract  is  on  the  Powder 
River  floodplain  about  seven  miles  upstream  from  the 
smooth  goosefoot  and  bractless  mentzelia  occurrences 
and  may  have  similar  habitat  and  potential  for  these 
plants  to  exist. 
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3.1.5.2  Noxious  Weeds 

Noxious  weed  infestations  were  noted  during  field 
inspections  on  two  BLM  tracts.  Leafy  spurge  is  wide- 
spread along  the  floodplain  and  bottomlands  of  the 
lower  Yellowstone  River.  Small  individual  infestations 
of  leafy  spurge  were  noted  on  the  Lower  Yellowstone 
tract  in  Wihaux  County.  There  was  also  a  significant 
infestation  of  bull  thistle  on  the  Miles  City  Creek  tract 
in  Fallon  County.  Weeds  may  be  present,  but  have  not 
been  formally  documented  on  the  other  BLM  tracts. 

3.L6  Wildlife  Habitat  and 
Fisheries 

Almost  all  of  the  BLM  land  would  be  considered  good 
to  excellent  habitat  for  some  of  the  usual  wildlife 


species  common  to  eastern  Montana.  These  species 
would  include  big  game,  such  as  mule  and  white-tailed 
deer  on  the  tracts  with  brush,  juniper,  and  ponderosa 
pine  cover  and  pronghom  antelope  in  the  more  open 
grassy  tracts.  Some  tracts  had  signs  of  coyote,  bobcat, 
raccoon,  porcupine,  and  other  smaller  mammals.  Birds, 
ranging  from  neotropical  migrants,  upland  game  birds 
(particularly  sharp-tailed  and  sage  grouse),  waterfowl,  to 
raptors  probably  commonly  use  these  lands  to  some 
degree.  Table  3-6  is  intended  to  provide  information 
about  these  lands  where  special  circumstances  should  be 
noted,  beyond  what  might  be  usually  expected  for 
wildlife  and  fisheries.  Where  necessary,  these  circum- 
stances are  discussed  in  more  detail  following  Table  3-6. 
Appendix  D  contains  a  list  of  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  candidate,  threatened  and  endangered  species, 
BLM  species  of  special  concern,  and  BLM  watch  species 
that  have  some  probability  of  occurring  on  one  or  more 
exchange  land  sites. 
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Table  3-6  Wildlife  and  Habitat  on  BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary  Settlement 

Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Crucial  Big 
Game  Habitat 

T&E 
Species 
Present 

Species  of 
Concern 

Wetlands 
Present 

Fishery 
Present 

Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

No 

No 

Prairie  Dogs 

No 

No 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

Antelope  Wniter  Range 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Blind  Coulee 

Rosebud 

Antelope  Winter  Range 

No 

No 

No 

No 

West  Blacktail  Creek 

Rosebud 

Antelope  Winter  Range 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

No 

No 

Sage  Grouse 

Yes 

No 

Hav  Creek 

Powder  Rtver 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

No 

No 

Two  inactive 

ferruginous  hawk 

nests 

No 

No 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

No 

No 

Raptor  nest 

No 

No 

KimbaU  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

South  StreveQ  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

N.  Fork  StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

First  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

Prairie  Dogs 

Yes 

No 

Mizpah 

Custer 

No 

Sttu-geon  Chub 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Home  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Ash  Creek  Divide 

Custer 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Stievell/Laney  Divide 

Custer 

No 

No 

Big  Horn  Sheep 

No 

No 

South  Laney  Creek 

Custer 

No 

No 

Prairie  Dogs, 
Raptor  nest 

Yes 

No 

Powder  River 

Custer 

No 

Bald  Eagle 

No 

Riparian  Bottom 

No 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

N.  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Dry  Creek 

Carter 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Dry  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

No 

No 

Two  inactive 

ferruginous  hawk 

nests 

Yes 

No 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 
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Table  3-6  Wildlife  and  Habitat  on  BI.M  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary  Settlement 

Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Crucial  Big 
Game  Habitat 

T&E 

Species 
Present 

Species  of 
Concern 

Wetlands 
Present 

Fishery 
Present 

Lower  Yellowstone 

Wibaux 

Mule  Deer  Winter  Range 

No 

No 

No 

No 

E.  Fork  Redwater  River 

Richland 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

Pronghom  migratory  path 

No 

Sage  and  sharptail 
grouse  leks 

Yes 

No 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blaine 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

Neotropical  migrants 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

Neotropical  niigiants 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

No 

No 

Sage  Grouse 

Yes 

No 

Ixiwer  Camp  Creek 

PhiUips 

No 

No 

Sage  Grouse 

Yes 

No 

Sand  Hills 

Philhps 

No 

No 

Sage  Grouse 

Yes 

No 

Raanwood  Valley 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Mosquito  Creek 

VaUey 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Kamanski  HiU 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Morgan  Coulee 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Round  Butte 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Glentana  Ea5t 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Middle  Fork 

VaUey 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

West  Fork 

Valley 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Shookin  Creek 

Chouteau 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Surenough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Dog  Creek 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Whiskey  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

White  Horse  Butte 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

N.  Fork  Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

3.1.6.1  Blaine  County  Wildlife 

The  Murray  Coulee,  North  Murray  Coulee  and  Murphy 
coulee  tracts  consist  of  mostly  native  shortgrass  prairie 
habitat  with  springs,  coulees,  lotic  riparian  brush 
communities,  prairie  potholes,  and  healthy  sagebrush 
communities.  The  prairie  habitat  is  crucial  habitat  for 
many  neotropical  migrants  and  has  been  identified  as 
one  of  the  fastest  declining  habitat  types  in  North 
America.  These  tracts  are  isolated  within  large  blocks 
of  private  and  State  rangeland,  pasture  land,  conserva- 
tion reserve  program  (CRP)  land,  and  grain  fields. 
These  tracts  contain  high  value  habitat  for  waterfowl, 
mule  and  white-tail  deer,  pronghom,  sharptail  grouse, 
sage  grouse(species  of  concern),  ferruginous 
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hawk(species  ot  concern),  Swainsons  hawk,  switt 
tox(candidate  tor  listing),  long-billed  curlew,  logger- 
head shrike(species  of  concern),  and  many  other  species 
dependant  on  this  habitat  type. 

The  Murray  Coulee  tract  has  1.5  miles  of  Mesquito 
Creek  running  through  it,  which  was  inventoried  and 
shown  to  be  in  Proper  Functioning  Condition  (PFC) 
with  both  herbaceous  and  woody  riparian  vegetation. 
Although  the  creek  flows  underground  through  gravel 
layers  at  points,  the  pools  have  water  year  round  and 
the  water  table  supports  a  healthy  riparian  community. 
The  uplands  are  a  healthy  sagebrush  grassland  habitat 
type. 
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The  Murphy  Coulee  tract  has  a  small  spring  and  pool 
with  .3  mile  of  herbaceous  riparian  habitat.  There  are 
known  sage  and  sharptail  grouse  ieks  within  this 
allotment,  a  ferruginous  hawk  nest,  and  important 
winter  cover  for  mule  and  whitetail  deer.  This  allot- 
ment is  bordered  on  three  sides  by  grain  or  CRP  fields. 
This  allotment  is  in  the  migratory  path  for  a  large 
number  of  Alberta  pronghom  during  hard  winters  and 
herds  of  over  300  animals  have  been  seen. 
With  the  exception  of  the  Miles  Butte  tract,  the  rest  of 
the  Blaine  County  tracts  fall  on  what  is  known  locally 
as  the  Big  Flat.  The  Big  Flat  is  "elevated"  short  grass 
prairie  habitat  and  part  of  the  "Prairie  Pothole"  country 
which  extends  into  Canada  and  east  to  Minnesota. 
The  majority  of  this  habitat,  nationally  and  locally,  has 
been  extensively  farmed  for  small  grains  where  terrain 
and  soils  allow.  These  tracts  are  isolated  within  large 
blocks  of  private  and  State  rangeland,  tame  pasture 
land,  CRP  lands,  and  grain  fields.  Many  of  these  tracts 
were  once  fanned  and  reseeded  under  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act  into  crested  wheatgrass.  These  tracts  are  used 
seasonally  by  a  variety  of  wildlife  including  but  not 
limited  to  pronghom,  whitetail  and  mule  deer,  Hungar- 
ian partridge,  sharptail  grouse,  coyotes,  red  fox,  north- 
em  harrier,  meadowlarks,  mourning  dove,  and  various 
sparrows  .  The  bird  species  using  these  tracts  can  be 
considered  generalists  and  have  not  seen  the  dramatic 
declines  of  other  grassland  adapted  species.  Natural 
reseeding  of  some  native  species  has  occurred  within 
these  tracts,  providing  some  habitat  diversity  which 
does  not  occur  in  adjacent  grain  or  CRP  fields.  These 
tracts  have  not  been  classified  as  crucial  habitat  for  any 
wildlife  species. 

3.1.6.2  Carter  County  Wildlife 

Four  tracts  are  located  in  the  Alzada  area  of  Carter 
County.  These  tracts  (Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide,  N. 
Fork  Dry  Creek,  Dry  Creek,  and  Dry  Creek  Ridge) 
include  bottomlands  with  silty  overflow  sites,  rolling 
prairie,  and  upland  breaks.  Habitats  included  shrub/ 
grassland,  grassland,  and  some  pine/juniper.  The 
Natural  Heritage  Program  has  identified  the  general 
area  as  being  important  ferruginous  hawk  nesting 
habitat.  Mountain  plovers  are  found  about  12  miles 
northeast  of  this  area  and  potentially,  mountain  plovers 
could  use  the  silty  overflow  sites  found  in  the  N.  Fork 
Dry  Creek  and  Dry  Creek  tracts.  However,  these  sites 
are  small  and  would  be  marginal  for  mountain  plover 
use.  These  two  tracts  also  include  dense  stands  of  big 


sagebrush  and  would  probably  be  excellent  sage  grouse 
and  pronghom  habitat.  Dry  Creek  Ridge  includes 
upland  breaks  and  appears  to  be  good  sharptail  grouse 
and  mule  deer  habitat.  All  of  these  tracts  also  contain 
what  appears  to  be  suitable  habitat  for  swift  foxes,  but 
there  is  no  evidence  that  swift  foxes  occur  in  this  area. 

3.1.6.3  Chouteau  County  Wildlife 

The  only  tract  in  Chouteau  County  is  the  small  40-acre 
Shonkin  Creek  tract.  It  generally  offers  sagebrush/ 
grassland  habitat  with  a  brushy  coulee.  A  county  road 
runs  diagonally  through  the  tract  and  in  the  coulee. 
The  tract  is  not  considered  critical  habitat  for  any 
species  but  offers  good  sharp-tailed  grouse  habitat. 

3.1.6.4  Custer  County  Wildlife 

Twelve  tracts  in  Custer  County  include  bottomlands, 
river  breaks/badlands  topography,  and  upland  pine/ 
juniper  breaks  associated  generally  with  an  area  referred 
to  as  the  Powder  River  Breaks.  In  addition,  the  Ash 
Creek  Divide  tract  is  situated  on  the  Powder  River/ 
Tongue  River  divide. 

The  vegetation  on  these  tracts  is  dominated  by  shrub/ 
grasslands  with  steep  southern  exposures  containing 
very  little  vegetation.  Some  northern  slopes  in  this  area 
were  timbered  with  ponderosa  pine  and  Rocky  Moun- 
tain juniper,  or  just  contained  scattered  pine  and 
juniper.  For  the  most  part,  drainages  located  on  sites 
within  the  Powder  River  breaks  did  not  support  well 
developed  riparian  vegetation.  Instead,  the  drainages 
were  dominated  by  silver  sagebrush  and  western  wheat- 
grass.  However,  the  Powder  River  and  Mizpah  tracts 
include  Power  River  bottomlands  with  plains  cotton- 
wood  trees,  and  the  Ash  Creek  Divide  tract  includes  a 
portion  of  a  drainage  with  stands  ot  green  ash. 

All  these  parcels  contained  good  to  excellent  mule  deer 
habitat.  Deer  and/or  deer  sign  were  observed  on  all  the 
tracts.  At  sites  adjacent  to  the  river  (e.g.  Powder  River 
tract),  deer  appeared  to  be  feeding  on  bottomlands 
during  the  night  and  traveling  back  to  the  river  breaks 
habitat  during  the  day.  Although  only  limited  distribu- 
tions of  ponderosa  pine  and  Rocky  Mountain  juniper 
occur  in  the  Powder  River  breaks,  the  broken  topogra- 
phy in  this  area  provides  considerable  cover  for  mule 
deer.  The  breaks  habitat  also  appears  to  receive  some 
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use  by  white-tailed  deer,  and  appeared  t(i  be  suitable  tor 
elk  though  no  si^n  o{  elk  was  observed. 

This  breaks  area  appeared  to  be  excellent  sharp-tailed 
j:;roiise  habitat,  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  were  frequently 
iibserved  along  the  Powder  River.  One  small  flock  ot 
sage  grouse  was  observed  on  the  Second  Creek  tract. 
The  sagebrush  bottomlands  and  benches  ot  the  Powder 
Ri\er  were  probably  once  excellent  sage  grouse  habitat 
but  they  are  now  substantially  converted  to  agricultural 
cropland.  A  larger  flock  of  sage  grouse  was  observed 
along  the  Trail  Creek  Road  directly  east  of  the  Kimball 
Creek  tract. 

The  Powder  River  breaks  appeared  to  be  excellent 
coyote  and  bobcat  habitat.  Numerous  coyote  scats  and 
tracks  were  observed  in  this  area.  This  area  contained 
many  sink  holes  that  are  known  to  provide  hiding  cover 
tor  bobcats  (Brian  Giddings,  personal  communication). 
These  sink  holes  also  appeared  to  provide  cover  for 
desert  cottontails.  This  area  is  too  dissected  to  be 
suitable  habitat  for  the  swift  fox  (a  BLM  sensitive 
species).  Mountain  lions  might  range  through  this 
portion  of  the  Powder  River  breaks  but  no  sign  of  lions 
was  observed. 

Black-tailed  prairie  dog  colonies  were  found  on  the 
South  Laney  Creek  tract  (less  than  1  acre)  and  the  First 
Creek  tract  (3  acres  of  a  20-40  acre  colony).  The  black- 
tailed  prairie  dog  is  a  candidate  threatened  species. 
Both  these  colonies  were  capable  of  providing  habitat 
for  burrowing  owls,  but  were  too  small  for  black-tooted 
ferrets  and  were  located  in  inappropriate  habitat  tor 
mi)untain  plovers. 

Several  bald  eagles  were  observed  along  the  Powder 
River  bottomlands  indicating  that  the  Powder  River  is  a 
migration  corridor  for  eagles.  This  area  is  probably  also 
used  as  winter  habitat  during  mild  winters.  The  area 
may  also  might  provide  eagle  nesting  habitat  since 
mature  plains  cottonwood  trees  occur  along  the  Powder 
River,  but  a  1989  survey  (the  most  recent  survey  data) 
failed  to  find  an  eagle  nest  along  the  river  (Dennis 
Flath,  persorial  communication).  Topographically,  the 
Powder  River  breaks  offer  many  good  nesting  sites  for 
ferruginous  hawks,  but  the  bottomlands  are  largely 
cultivated  in  this  area  and  prairie  dogs  (a  primary  prey 
species)  have  been  substantially  reduced. 
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Two  tracts  (Strevell  Creek  and  Ash  Creek  Divide)  are 
located  at  higher  elevations  within  the  Powder  River 
breaks  and  contain  considenible  pine  and  juniper  cover. 
These  sites  are  excellent  deer  and  grouse  habitat,  and 
wild  turkey  sign  was  found  within  the  Ash  Creek 
Divide  tract.  The  Strevell/Laney  Divide  tract  is  located 
adjacent  to  the  Powder  River  bottomlands  and  contains 
a  high  butte  used  by  bighorn  sheep.  This  is  apparently 
the  southern  distributional  range  of  a  small  bighorn 
sheep  herd  that  ranges  north  to  the  Yellowstone  River 
breaks.  Montana  FWP  no  longer  issues  hunting  permits 
tor  this  sheep  herd,  and  has  no  management  concerns 
tor  this  herd  because  private  landowners  control  access. 

3.1.6.5  Fallon  County  Wildlife 

Two  tracts  (Brush  Creek  and  Miles  City  Creek)  near 
Baker  are  in  upland  areas  within  the  OTallon  Creek 
drainage  basin.  Both  sites  included  grassland,  shrub/ 
grassland,  and  pine/juniper  habitats.  Two  ferruginous 
hawk  nests  were  found  on  and  adjacent  to  the  Miles 
City  Creek  tract.  One  nest  appeared  to  have  been  used 
recently  and  was  probably  an  occupied  ferruginous 
hawk  territory.  Both  sites  appeared  to  be  excellent  deer, 
turkey  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  habitat.  These  sites  also 
contain  what  appears  to  be  suitable  habitat  for  swift 
foxes,  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  swift  foxes  occur  in 
this  area. 

3.1.6.6  Fergus  County  Wildlife 

The  Surenough/Potter  Divide  parcel  in  southeastern 
Fergus  County  is  mostly  torested  land.  Forest  vegeta- 
tion consists  primarily  ot  ponderosa  pine,  Douglas  fir 
and  small  patches  of  stunted  aspen  that  are  being  taken 
over  by  the  conifers.  Much  of  the  ponderosa  type 
consists  of  very  dense  young  pole  stage  pine  trees.  Elk, 
white-tailed  deer,  and  rufted  grouse  were  abundant  on 
this  parcel  in  early  May  and  there  also  was  recent 
evidence  of  black  bear  and  Merriam's  turkey.  This 
parcel  also  could  be  habitat  for  blue  grouse  and  mule 
deer  and  many  other  forest  dwelling  forest  animals  and 
birds.  Red-tailed  hawks  use  the  vicinity  but  no  nests 
were  located.  The  cfense  young  stands  ot  ponderosa 
would  provide  ideal  areas  for  goshawk  nests  but  none 
were  located.  This  area  has  habitat  available  to  support 
large  numbers  of  neotropical  migrants.    The  tract  has 
not  been  classified  as  cnicial  or  critical  habitat  for  any 
wildlite  species  at  this  time. 
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Most  tracts  near  Winifred  are  vegetated  primarily  with 
sagebrush  grassland.  There  is  a  small  piece  of  riparian 
habitat  on  the  Dog  Creek  parcel.    These  parcels 
generally  have  a  herbaceous  understory  sufficient  for 
nesting  cover  for  sage  grouse  and  other  ground  nesting 
birds.    There  are  no  known  sage  grouse  leks  on  these 
parcels,  but  they  provide  important  nesting  habitat  in 
areas  fragmented  by  farm  land  that  has  no  sagebrush 
cover. 

The  Whiskey  Ridge  West,  Flax  Coulee  and  Taffy  Creek 
tracts  offer  "breaks"  habitat  with  ponderosa  pine 
coulees,  scattered  sagebrush  grass  flats,  and  barren  slopes 
and  clay  knobs.  Tliese  tracts  provide  some  marginal 
mule  deer  habitat  and  some  opportunity  for  raptor 
nesting.  The  barren  ground  and  the  individual  small 
trees  would  be  appropriate  areas  for  ferruginous  hawk 
nests,  but  none  have  been  documented  on  these  tracts. 

3.1.6.7 Phillips  County  Wildlife 

The  BLM  tracts  in  southern  Phillips  County  consist  of 
several  isolated  tracts  of  BLM  land  intermixed  with 
State  and  privately  owned  lands.  Management  to 
increase  values  for  wildlife  is  limited  due  to  the  frac- 
tured land  ownership  pattern.  These  lands  are  domi- 
nated by  a  sagebrush  grassland  habitat  type  with  scat- 
tered ponderosa  pine  along  ridge  tops.  Two  unnamed 
retention  reservoirs  located  within  the  Lower  Camp 
Creek  tract  were  rated  as  properly  functioning  condi- 
tion during  the  1997  and  1998  riparian  inventories. 
These  reservoirs  provide  habitat  for  a  variety  of  terres- 
trial, avian  and  amphibian  species.  TTie  Sandhills 
Reservoir  located  within  the  Sandhills  tract  is  a  pit/ 
retention  reservoir  and  was  rated  as  functioning  at  risk 
in  the  1998  riparian  inventory.  This  reservoir  has 
developed  a  large  saline  seep  downstream  from  the  fill. 
This  reservoir  is  a  valuable  watering  source  for  wildlife. 
The  usual  wildlife  common  to  eastern  Montana  could 
be  expected  to  use  the  area.  Mule  deer  and  pronghom 
antelope  are  the  most  common  big  game  species.  Elk 
may  occasionally  use  the  area  when  pushed  out  of  more 
favorable  habitat  during  the  hunting  season.  These 
tracts  do  not  provide  critical  habitat  for  any  threatened 
or  endangered  species.  Sage  grouse,  a  sensitive  status 
species  which  may  be  proposed  for  threatened  or 
endangered  listing  in  the  near  future,  use  the  area  year 
round.  A  historical  sage  grouse  lek  was  located  in  the 
Lower  Camp  Creek  tract,  but  it  is  not  known  if  this  lek 


is  currently  active.  No  fisheries  are  associated  with 
these  tracts. 

3.1.6.8  Powder  River  County  Wildlife 

Generally,  the  three  tracts  within  Powder  River  County 
fit  within  the  general  description  of  the  lands  in  Custer 
County,  although  one  tract  (Hay  Creek)  is  located 
within  an  upland  area  of  the  Little  Powder  River 
drainage  basin. 

These  parcels  contain  good  to  excellent  mule  deer 
habitat.  Deer  and/or  deer  sign  were  observed  at  all  the 
sites.  The  Poker  Jim  Gulch  tract,  adjacent  to  the 
Powder  River,  had  deer  feeding  on  bottomlands  during 
the  night  and  traveling  back  to  the  river  breaks  habitat 
during  the  day. 

These  tracts  appear  to  be  excellent  sharp-tailed  grouse 
habitat,  and  may  also  contain  sage  grouse. 
Besides  the  likely  use  of  the  Powder  River  bottomlands 
by  eagles,  two  old  ferruginous  hawk  nests  were  found  on 
the  Poker  Jim  Gulch  tract. 

3.1.6.9  Richland  County  Wildlife 

The  East  Fork  Redwater  River  tract  is  located  along  the 
East  Redwater  River  and  included  both  bottomland  and 
upland  badland/breaks  habitat.  The  East  Redwater 
River  flows  through  a  portion  of  this  site  and  includes  a 
small  amount  of  wetlands  and  riparian  habitat.  This 
site  appeared  to  be  good  mule  deer  and  sharp-tailed 
grouse  habitat.  Ferruginous  hawks  would  also  be 
expected  to  use  this  area.  This  site  contains  what 
appears  to  be  suitable  habitat  for  swift  foxes,  but  there  is 
no  evidence  that  swift  foxes  occur  in  this  area. 

3.1.6.10  Rosebud  County  Wildlife 

Four  tracts  are  located  in  the  Ingomar  area.  These  lands 
have  rolling  prairie  with  shrub/grassland  habitat.  The 
Rattlesnake  Creek  tract  is  located  close  to  a  known  sage 
grouse  lek  and  is  nesting  and  brood  rearing  habitat. 
The  Thebes  Lake,  Blind  Coulee  and  West  Blacktail 
Creek  tracts  are  regarded  as  critical  pronghom  winter 
range  and  a  large  group  of  pronghom  was  observed  on 
this  site.  Although  not  directly  observed  on  the  four 
tracts  in  the  area,  the  Ingomar  area  is  known  to  support 
a  substantial  ferruginous  hawk  population  and  periodic 
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use  of  these  sites  hy  ferrugincius  hawks  would  he  ex- 
pected. Mountain  pK)vers  and  hurrowing  owls  have 
been  ohserved  on  prairie  dog  colonies  near  the  Thebes 
Lake,  Blind  Coulee  and  West  Blacktail  Creek  tracts, 
and  mountain  plovers  are  also  diKumented  to  use  silty 
mertlow  sites  without  prairie  dogs  in  this  general  area. 
These  tracts  contain  some  small  silty  overflow  sites  that 
would  he  marginally  suitable  for  plovers.    These  sites 
also  contain  what  appears  to  be  suitable  habitat  for  swift 
toxes,  but  there  is  no  indication  that  switt  foxes  are  in 
this  area. 

The  Cache  Coulee  tract  is  located  in  rolling  prairie 
habitat  along  Reservation  Creek  west  of  Forsyth.  A 
small  (approximately  5  acres)  prairie  dog  colony  was 
located  immediately  adjacent  to  this  site  and  prairie 
dogs  could  expand  on  to  the  site.  This  colony  would  be 
suitable  habitat  for  burrowing  owls  but  because  of  the 
limited  acreage  it  would  not  be  suitable  for  black-footed 
ferrets  and  mountain  plovers.    Ferruginous  hawks  would 
be  expected  in  this  area  during  summer.  The  area  is 
considered  to  be  fair  mule  deer  and  sharp-tailed  grouse 
habitat. 

3.1.6.11  Valley  County  Wildlife 

Overall,  the  lands  within  Valley  County  are  dominated 
by  grasslands.  Big  sagebrush  does  not  grow  in  this  part 
of  Valley  County,  and  silver  sagebrush  would  be  very 
unusual  on  these  lands.  Other  shrubs  such  as 
huffaloberry,  willows,  chokecherry,  and  snowberry  can 
grow  in  the  appropriate  sites.  The  usual  wildlife 
common  to  eastern  Montana  could  be  expected  to  use 
the  area.  Mule  deer  and  pronghom  antelope  are  the 
most  common  big  game  species  with  an  occasional 
white-tailed  deer.    Coyotes  are  common  furbearers. 
Sharp-tailed  grouse  and  gray  partridge  are  the  small 
game  bird  species  of  this  area.  Ring-necked  pheasants, 
turkeys  and  sage  grouse  would  be  unusual.  Mourning 
doves  would  be  commonplace  migratory  upland  game 
birds.  Northern  harriers  and  American  kestrels  are  the 
typical  raptors.  No  cliff  nesting  bird  species  or  colonial 
nesting  water  bird  species  would  found  on  these  tracts. 
For  the  other  nongame  and  neotropical  migratory  birds, 
homed  larks  and  western  meadowlarks  would  be  the 
most  abundant  species.  Vesper  sparrows  and  chestnut- 
collared  longspurs  would  be  common.  No  prairie  dog 
colonies  are  found  on  these  lands,  so  burrowing  owls 
would  be  rare. 
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These  tracts  do  not  provide  critical  habitat  for  any 
threatened  or  endangered  species.  However,  some  of 
the  tracts  may  contain  habitat  conducive  to  use  by 
Baird's  sparrow  and  Sprague's  pipit  (West  Fork,  Mos- 
tjuito  Creek,  West  Fork  Poplar  River  and  Glentana  East 
tracts)  and  loggerhead  shrikes  (Roanwot)d  Valley  tract). 
These  are  BLM  species  of  special  concern.  No  fisheries 
are  associated  with  these  tracts. 

3.1.6.12  Wibaux  County  Wildlife 

The  Lower  Yellowstone  tract  is  located  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  bottomlands  of  the  Yellowstone  River 
and  comprises  upland  badland/breaks  habitat.  Numer- 
ous mule  deer  and  deer  sign  was  observed  in  this  area 
and  it  appeared  to  be  excellent  deer  habitat.  This  site 
contains  critical  mule  deer  winter  range.   Bald  eagles 
nest,  migrate  and  winter  along  the  Yellowstone  River, 
and  occasional  use  of  this  site  by  bald  eagles  would  be 
expected.  The  interior  least  tern  and  pallid  sturgeon 
(both  endangered)  may  use  the  Yellowstone  River  and 
its  erivirons  in  this  area,  but  they  would  not  be  associ- 
ated with  this  site. 

3.1.6. 13  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species 

None  of  the  BLM  lands  have  been  identified  as  specifi- 
cally providing  crucial  or  critical  habitat  for  any  threat- 
ened or  endangered  species.  Some  of  the  BLM  lands  are 
near  or  within  the  range  of  certain  species  that  have 
some  official  designation  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  (ESA).  For  example,  the  swift  fox  {Vulpes  vehx)  is 
listed  as  a  "candidate"  species,  which  means  it  probably 
should  be  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered,  but 
because  of  higher  priorities,  has  not  yet  been  listed. 
There  is  a  known  population  (estimated  at  four  breed- 
ing pairs)  and  at  least  41  confirmed  sightings  ot  switt 
fox  in  a  broad  area  north  of  the  Milk  River  between 
Chinook  and  Hinsdale  and  extending  into  Canada. 
Tlie  BLM  lands  within  northern  Blaine  County  are 
within  this  general  area. 

The  interior  population  of  the  least  tern  (Sterna 
amillarum  athalassos)  is  an  endangered  species  that 
breeds  in  isolated  areas  along  the  Missouri,  Mississippi, 
Ohio,  Red,  and  Rio  Grande  river  systems,  including  an 
area  along  the  Lower  Yellowstone,  near  the  BLM  tract 
with  that  same  identifier.  From  late  April  to  August, 
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terns  use  barren  to  sparsely  vegetated  sandbars  along 
rivers,  sand  and  gravel  pits,  or  lake  and  reservoir  shore- 
lines. The  terns  nest  in  a  shallow  hole  scraped  in  an 
open  sandy  area,  gravelly  patch,  or  exposed  flat.  The 
Lower  Yellowstone  tract  does  not  provide  the  habitat 
used  by  the  least  tern  for  nesting,  but  is  within  a  mile  of 
such  habitat  along  the  Yellowstone  River.  Dams, 
reservoirs,  and  other  changes  to  river  systems  have 
eliminated  most  historic  least  tern  habitat.  Recreational 
activities  on  rivers  and  sandbars  can  disturb  the  nesting 
terns,  causing  them  to  abandon  their  nests. 

The  Powder  River  is  probably  the  only  river  that 
borders  or  crosses  any  exchange  lands  large  enough  to 
support  a  year-round  fishery.    Although  it  is  not  consid- 
ered an  important  recreational  fishery,  it  provides 
habitat  to  several  species  with  special  designation. 
These  include  the  endangered  pallid  sturgeon 
(Scaphirhynchus  albiis),  the  sturgeon  chub  {Hybopsis 
gelida),  a  candidate  for  listing  as  endangered,  and  two 
species  BLM  denotes  as  having  special  status,  the  blue 
sucker  (Cycleptus  elongates)  and  spiny  softshell  jTrionyx 
spiniferus) .  Several  tracts  are  near  the  Powder  River 
and  the  Mizpah  tract  borders  the  river  and  includes  a 
small  island  in  the  Powder  River.  This  is  the  only  site 
that  includes  waters  of  the  Powder  River  that  might 
affect  these  species. 

3.1.7   Recreation 

Most  of  the  BLM  lands  probably  receive  some  amount 
of  recreational  use,  particularly  those  adjacent  to  roads 
providing  public  access.  However,  none  of  the  BLM 
lands  stand  out  as  being  particularly  significant  from  the 
recreation  perspective.  Two  tracts  (Surenough/Potter 
Divide  and  Ash  Creek)  have  trees  large  enough  to  be 
considered  commercial  timber  that  might  support  a 
greater  variety  of  recreational  pursuits,  but  neither  of 
these  tracts  has  public  access.  Other  tracts  with  smaller 


trees  that  are  accessible  include  the  Brush  Creek  and 
Flax  Coulee  tracts.  Even  these  tracts  show  no  outward 
indication  of  significant  recreational  use.  Most  of  the 
BLM  tracts  are  far  enough  from  population  centers  to  be 
removed  from  all  hut  occasional  recreational  use,  which 
probably  would  occur  only  during  hunting  season. 

3.1.8    Cultural  Resources 

Land  exchanges  have  been  defined  by  36  CFR 
800.9.b.5.,  as  one  of  those  activities  which  can  have  an 
"adverse  effect"  on  archaeological  and  historical  sites. 
The  proposed  land  exchange  with  the  State  of  Mon- 
tana, as  a  result  of  the  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act, 
has  removed  the  designation  of  "adverse  effect"  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  State  of  Montana  has  essentially  the 
same  rec^uirements  for  site  protection  as  does  the  federal 
government,  and  no  private  individuals  are  involved  in 
the  exchange.  None  of  the  parcels  listed  in  this  envi- 
ronmental assessment  would  be  traded  into  private 
ownership. 

In  an  attempt  to  facilitate  this  exchange,  and  to  provide 
for  the  requirements  of  Section  106  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act;  a  programmatic  agreement 
was  struck  between  the  State  of  Montana  and  the 
Montana  State  Office  of  BLM  which  would  allow  for 
the  trade  of  parcels  without  a  cultural  resource  inven- 
tory. This  agreement  was  reached  with  the  understand- 
ing that  the  BLM  archaeological  staff  would  be  avail- 
able to  assist  with  inventories  for  subsequent  develop- 
ments involving  land  use  changes  by  the  State  of 
Montana,  at  the  discretion  of  the  archaeologist  for  the 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation. 
This  Agreement  was  signed  and  became  effective  in 
December  1996. 
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3.1.9  Access 

Must  of  the  BLM  lands  are  accessible  via  walk-in  access 
from  public  roads,  or  across  other  public  lands  (State  or 
federal)  adjacent  to  public  roads.  Some  lands  have 
primitive  road  access  directly  from  public  (State  or 
county)  roads  or  across  other  public  lands.  About  19 
tracts  either  have  no  public  access  or  link  comer-to- 
comer  to  other  State  or  federal  lands,  and  this  comer- 
to-corner  spatial  relationship  is  not  considered  public 
access.  Table  3-7  summarizes  access  to  the  BLM  lands. 
The  "Other"  column  of  Table  3-7  lists  special  access 
types  that  exist  on  some  parcels.  The  Mizpah  tract 
borders  directly  on  the  Powder  River,  which  is  a  navi- 
gable stream,  so  it  is  presumed  that  the  public  also  could 
reach  this  parcel  by  walking  along  or  in  the  river  within 
the  normal  high  water  marks  of  the  river.  The  Powder 
River  and  Lower  Yellowstone  tracts  could  also  be 
reached  this  way,  only  across  intervening  State  land 
that  lies  between  the  river  and  the  BLM  tracts.  The 
Sand  Hills  tract  does  not  have  legal  public  access,  but 
during  field  inspection,  signs  along  the  county  road 


indicated  it  is  within  a  block  management  unit  that 
allows  walk-in  hunter  access  across  private  lands. 
Finally,  the  Surenough- Potter  Divide  tract  is  being 
transferred  to  the  State  with  a  non-exclusive  adminis- 
trative easement  previously  purchased  by  BLM.  This 
means  that  although  the  public  does  not  have  access  to 
these  lands,  the  State  would  acquire  the  administrative 
easement,  allowing  administrative  access  to  both  the 
BLM  lands  and  the  currently  landlocked  State  section 
adjacent  to  the  BLM  lands. 

3.1.10  Socioeconomics 

3.1.10.1    Timber,  Grazing  and  Agricultural 
Lease  Revenue 

The  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract  in  Fergus  County 
and  the  Ash  Creek  Divide  tract  in  Custer  County  have 
some  commercial  timber  stands,  along  with  meadows 
and  interspersed  timber  and  grass  that  provide  grazing. 
The  remainder  of  the  BLM  lands  have  either  a  grass- 
land or  sagebrush  \  grassland  vegetative  type  suited  to 
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Table  3-7  Access  to  BLM  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange    I 

Tract  Identitj' 

County 

Access 

Highway/County  Rd. 

Walk-in 

Other 

Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

No 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

No 

Blind  Coulee 

Rosebud 

No 

West  Blackiail  Creek 

Rosebud 

No 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

No 

Hav  Creek 

Powder  River 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Butie  Creek 

Powder  River 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

No 

South  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

No 

N"  Fork  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

No 

First  Creek 

Custer 

No 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

No 

MLzDah 

Custer 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Stream 

Home  Creek 

Custer 

No 

Ash  Creek  Divide 

Custer 

No 

Strevell/Lanev  Divide 

Custer 

No 

South  Lanev  Creek 

Custer 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Powder  River 

Custer 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Stream 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

N.  Fork  Drv  Creek 

Carter 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Drv  Creek 

Carter 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Drv  Creek  Ridee 

Carter 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Miles  Citv  Creek 

Fallon 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Brush  ("reek 

Fallon 

No 

Lower  Yellowstone 

Wibaux 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Stream 

E,  Fork  Redwater  River 

Richland 

No 

Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Murohv  Coulee 

Blaine 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Tract  Identity 

County 

Access 

Highwav/County  Rd. 

Walk-in 

Other 

Hoeeland  Ridee 

Blaine 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Turner  Colonv  Northwest 

Blaine 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Turner  Colonv  West 

Blaine 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

North  Murrav  Coulee 

Blaine 

No 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Turner  North 

Blame 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Uoner  Camo  Creek 

PhilliDS 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Lower  Camo  Creek 

Phillies 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Sand  Hills 

Philhos 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Block  Memt. 

Roanwood  VaUev 

Vallev 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Mosauito  Creek 

Vallev 

No 

Kamanski  Hill 

Vallev 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

West  Fork  Ponlar  River 

Vallev 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Morgan  Coulee 

Vallev 

No 

Round  Butte 

Vallev 

No 

Glentana  East 

VaJlev 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Glentana  South 

Vallev 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Middle  Fork 

Vallev 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

West  Fork 

Vallev 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Shonkin  Creek 

Chouteau 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Surenoush/Potter  Divide 

Fereus 

Yes 

No 

No 

Administrative 

Do2  Creek 

Fereus 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Rose  /  Do2  Creek  Divide 

Fereus 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Rose  Creek 

Fereus 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fereus 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Whiskev  Ridge  West 

Fereus 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Taffv  Creek 

Fereus 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Hax  Coulee 

Fereus 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Taffv  Ridae 

Fereus 

Yes 

No 

\-es 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fereus 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

White  Horse  Butte 

Fereus 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

N.  Fork  Taffv  Creek 

Fereus 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

grazing.  Some  of  the  tracts  in  northern  Blaine  county 
appear  to  have  been  previously  broken  and  have  been 
reseeded  back  to  grass.    Table  3-8  lists  the  estimated 
revenue  produced  for  BLM.  The  revenue  figures  were 
generated  by  using  the  BLM  minimum  grazing  fee  and 
represent  only  one  season  of  grazing.  This  grazing  fee 
represents  the  lowest  possible  rate  ($1.35/AUM)  due  to 
temporary  conditions  in  the  market. 


3.1.10.2  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 

BLM  is  required  by  31  USCA  §  6902  to  continue  to 
make  Payinent  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT)  payments  to 
local  governments  for  the  BLM  lands  that  will  be 
transferred  to  State  ownership,  as  long  as  the  tracts 
remain  in  State  ownership.    Should  any  of  the  lands 
acquired  eventually  be  traded  or  sold  to  private  entities, 
then  the  lands  would  be  taxed  by  local  governments 
like  any  other  private  lands. 


Table  3-8  Revenue  from  BLM  Phase  III  CBSA  Lands 


1                             Table  3-8  Revenue  from  BLM  Phase  III  CBSA  Lands                             | 

Tract  Identifier 

County 

AUM's 

Acres 

BLM  Revenue 

S/AcreA'r. 

Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

37 

160 

$49.95 

$0.31 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

70 

630 

$94.50 

$015 

BUnd  Coulee 

Rosebud 

35 

320 

$47.25 

$0.15 

West  Blacktad  Creek 

Rosebud 

41 

313.51 

$55.35 

$0,18 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

74 

320 

$99.90 

$0.31 

Hay  Creek 

Powder  River 

145 

640 

$195.75 

$0.31 

Ut^vt\i  ^yvt^i^/^iAA^ij  )ettlevu-e>i^i;  p^cv 


Table  3-8  Revenue  from  BLM  Phase  III  CBS  A  Lands                              | 

Tract  Identifier 

County 

AUM's 

Acres 

BLM  Revenue 

S/Acre/Yr. 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

164 

746.8 

S221.40 

S030 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

157 

634.1 

S211.95 

S033 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

166 

757.41 

$224.10 

$0.30 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

69 

320 

S93  15 

S0.29 

StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

62 

321.64 

$83  70 

$0.26 

South  StieveU  Creek 

Custer 

69 

640 

$93.15 

SO.  15 

N  Fork  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

30 

156  62 

S40.50 

$026 

First  Creek 

Custer 

82 

6198 

SI  10.70 

SO.  1 8 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

116 

640 

S156.60 

S0.24 

Mizpah 

Custer 

75 

218.97 

S101.25 

S0.46 

Ash  Creek  Dnide 

Custer 

96 

314.75 

S129.60 

S0.41 

StreveH/Lanev  Divide 

Custer 

213 

640 

S287.55 

$0.45 

South  Lanev  Creek 

Custer 

107 

320 

5144.45 

S0.45 

Powder  River 

Custer 

64 

160 

S86.40 

S054 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

120 

360 

S162.00 

$0.45 

N  Fork  Dr%  Creek 

Carter 

194 

680 

S261.90 

$0.39 

Dr>  Creek 

Canei 

46 

160 

S62.10 

$0.39 

Dr>'  Creek  Ridge 

Caner 

50 

320 

S67.50 

$0.21 

Miles  Cl^  Creek 

Fallon 

322 

12S0 

S434.70 

$0.34 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

306 

1416.96 

S413  10 

$0.29 

Lower  Yellowstone 

Wibaux 

196 

680.76 

S264  60 

S0,39 

E.  Fork  Redwater  River 

Richland 

-!-! 

304.98 

$103.95 

SO  34 

Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

21 

80 

S28.35 

50.35 

Murphv  Coulee 

Blaine 

300 

1276.88 

S405.00 

$0.32 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

67 

360 

S90.45 

50  25 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

19 

80 

S25  65 

5032 

Turner  Colonv  Northw  est 

Blaine 

97 

400 

SI 30  95 

50.33 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

ISO 

600 

S243.00 

$0.41 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

8 

38.8 

$10.80 

S0.28 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

261 

960 

S352.35 

S0.37 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

32 

107  09 

S43.20 

50.40 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

36 

16011 

S48  60 

$0.30 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

110 

640 

S148  50 

$0.23 

Sand  HiUs 

Philhps 

105 

640 

S141  75 

$0.22 

Roanwood  N'allev 

Valley 

68 

400 

S91.80 

S0.23 

Mosquito  Creek 

Valley 

54 

320 

S72.90 

S023 

Kamanski  Hill 

VaUey 

51 

320 

S68.85 

$0.22 

We3t  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

30 

157.5 

$40.50 

$0.26 

Morgan  Coulee 

\-allev 

30 

160 

S4O,50 

S0.25 

Round  Butte 

Valley 

48 

320 

S64.80 

S0.20 

Glentana  East 

Vallev 

60 

360 

S8100 

S0.23 

Gleotana  South 

Valley 

61 

360 

S82  35 

$0.23 

Middle  Fork 

Valley 

58 

320 

S78  30 

S0.24 

West  Fork 

\'alley 

150 

640 

S202.50 

$0  32 

Shookin  Creek 

Chouteau 

8 

40 

S10.80 

S0.27 

Sureoough/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

50 

520 

S67.50 

$0.13 

Dog  Creek 

Fereus 

0 

141  81 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Di\ide 

Fergus 

69 

240 

S93.15 

$0.39 

Rose  Creek 

Fereus 

104 

320 

S140  40 

$0.44 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

92 

320 

S124.20 

$0.39 

VMiiskev  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

4 

40 

S5  40 

$0.14 

Tafiv  Creek 

Fergus 

15 

80 

S20.25 

$0.25 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

228 

840 

S307.S0 

$0.37 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

36 

160 

S48  60 

$0.30 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

72 

320 

S97  20 

$0.30 

White  Horse  Butte 

Fergus 

10 

40 

S13.50 

$0..M 

N.  Fork  Taffv  Creek 

Fergus 

7 

40 

S9.45 

$0.24 

Total/ Average 

5.724.00 

25.878.49 

S7.727.40 

SO  29 

60 
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Of  the  eleven  counties  where  BLM  lands  are  proposed 
for  exchange,  Blaine,  Carter,  Chouteau,  Fallon,  Powder 
River,  Richland  and  Valley  counties  have  more  than  six 
percent  State  land  within  the  counties  and  are  eligible 
for  State  equalization  payments.  Fergus,  Phillips,  and 
Wibaux  counties  have  less  than  six  percent  State  lands 
and  would  continue  to  be  below  that  threshold  value 
even  if  the  proposed  exchange  occurred.  Custer  County 
would  increase  its  State  holdings  to  6.12  percent  and 
would  become  eligible  for  equalization  payments.  Table 
3-9  indicates  the  estimated  increase  in  equalization 
payments  that  would  he  received  by  eligible  counties. 
Custer  County  is  not  included  in  Table  3-9,  because  it 
was  not  previously  eligible  and  no  estimation  of  the 
gross  assessment  of  State  lands  exists  as  a  basis  for 
determining  the  equalization  payment.  However,  the 
payment  to  Custer  County  will  be  relatively  small  and 
is  not  likely  to  exceed  $500.00.  Because  PILT  payments 
will  continue  by  the  federal  government,  the  equaliza- 
tion payments  will  result  in  a  modest  net  increase  in 
county  revenue. 


3.1.1 0.3   Land  Values 

Table  3-10  lists  the  BLM  land  values  established  from 
the  appraisal.  The  appraiser  also  included  the  values  of 
permittee  improvements  so  they  can  be  recognized 
when  the  transfer  is  made  to  the  State.  However,  the 
BLM  and  State  have  agreed  that  the  exchange  will  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  appraised  land  value  and  will 
not  include  the  value  of  improvements.  There  are  two 
tracts  with  commercial  timber  and  the  value  of  these 
tracts  also  includes  the  value  of  the  marketable  timber, 
as  agreed  upon  by  consensus  of  the  parties  after  review- 
ing the  cruise  data  and  stumpage  values  from  nearby 
sales.  These  two  tracts  are  the  Ash  Creek  Divide  tract 
in  Custer  County  and  the  Surenough/Potter  Divide 
tract  in  Fergus  County.  Taking  into  account  the  ledger 
account  established  in  earlier  Phase  1  and  11  exchanges, 
the  value  of  the  BLM  land  exceeds  the  value  of  the 
State  land  in  Phase  III  by  approximately  $528,000.00. 
This  means  that  some  of  the  BLM  lands  with  that 
approximate  amount  of  value  will  not  be  exchanged  to 
the  State. 


Table  3-9  Change  in  State  Equalization   Payments  From  the  Phase  III  Exchange 


Table  3-9  Change  in  State  Equalization  Payments  From  the  Phase  III  Exchange           || 

County 

Old  Payment 

New  Payment 

Difference 

Blaine 

$8,097.61 

$9,693.34 

$1,595.73 

Carter 

$5,697.40 

$6,179.30 

$481.90 

Chouteau 

$120,278.76 

$120,302.00 

$23.23 

Fallon 

$2,115.53 

$3,444.34 

$1,328.81 

Powder  River 

$8,041.16 

$9,021.00 

$979.84 

Richland 

$1,377.03 

$2,150.53 

$773.50 

Valley 

$11,980.51 

$13,271.49 

$1,290.98 
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Tabic  3-10  Appraised  Value  of  Phase  III  BLM  Lands 


Table  3-10  Appraised  Value  of  Phase  III  BLM  Lands 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

Improvements 

Price/Acre 

Land  Value 

Cache  Coulee 

Rosebud 

160 

$140.00 

$22,400.(X) 

Thebes  Lake 

Rosebud 

630 

$1,750.00 

$f)0.lK) 

$37,800.00 

Blind  Coulee 

Rosebud 

31351 

$60.00 

$18,810.60 

West  Blacktail  Creek 

Rosebud 

320 

$60.00 

$19,200.00 

Rattlesnake  Creek 

Rosebud 

320 

$2,625.00 

$65.00 

$20,800.00 

Hay  Creek 

Powder  River 

640 

S875.00 

$145.00 

$92,800.00 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

7468 

S875.00 

$135.00 

$100,818.00 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

634.1 

$1,750.00 

$145.00 

$91,944.50 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

757.41 

$1,750.00 

$130.00 

$98,463.30 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

320 

$120.00 

$38,400.00 

Su-evell  Creek 

Custer 

321.64 

SI  20.00 

$38,596.80 

South  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

640 

$7,680.00 

SI  20.00 

$76,800.00 

N.  Fork  StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

15662 

$130.00 

$20,360.60 

First  Creek 

Custer 

619.8 

SI  30  00 

$80,574.00 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

640 

$120.00 

$76,800.00 

Ml/pall 

Custer 

218.97 

$145.00 

S3 1.750.65 

Home  Creek 

Custer 

1207.48 

$120.00 

$144,897.60 

Aih  Creek  Divide 

Custer 

314.75 

$3,777.00 

$120.00 

$54,870.00 

StrevelL'Lanev  Divide 

Custer 

640 

$120.00 

$76,800.00 

South  Lanev  Creek 

Custer 

320 

$120.00 

$38,400.00 

Powder  River 

Custer 

160 

$120.00 

$19,200.00 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

360 

$1,440.00 

$120.00 

$46,800.00 

N.  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

680 

$1,355.00 

$135.00 

$91,200.00 

Dr>  Creek 

Carter 

160 

$120  00 

$19,200  00 

Di^'  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

320 

S  120.00 

$38,400-00 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

1280 

$22,360.00 

$120.00 

$153,600  00 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

1416  96 

$25,754.00 

$120.00 

$170,035  20 

Lower  Yellowstone 

Wibaux 

680.76 

$100.00 

$68,076.00 

F,  Fork  Redwaler  River 

Richland 

304.98 

$1,750.00 

$100.00 

$30,498.00 

1  Miles  Butte 

Blaine 

80 

$110.00 

$8,800  00 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaiue 

1276.88 

$90.00 

$114,919.20 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

360 

$90.00 

$32,400.00 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

80 

$85-00 

$6,800.00 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blaine 

400 

$8500 

$34,000-00 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

600 

$85.00 

$51,000.00 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

38.8 

$85,00 

$3,298.00 

Munav  Coulee 

Blaine 

960 

$85.00 

$81,600.00 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

107.09 

$85.00 

$9,102.65 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

PhiUips 

160.11 

S80-00 

$12,808.80 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

640 

S  80.00 

$51,200.00 

Sand  HiUs 

Phillips 

640 

$80.00 

$51,200.00 

Roanwood  Valley 

VaUey 

400 

$3.93800 

$75.00 

$30,000  00 

Mosquito  Creek 

VaUey 

320 

$3,500.00 

$75.00 

$24.000  00 

Kamanski  Hill 

Valley 

320 

$4,850.00 

$75.00 

$24.000  00 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Vallev 

1575 

$3,063.00 

$85.00 

$13,387.50 

Morgan  Coulee 

Valley 

160 

$75.00 

$12,000.00 

Round  Butte 

Valley 

320 

$75  00 

$24,000.00 

Glentana  East 

VaUey 

360 

$75.00 

$27,000.00 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

360 

$75.00 

$27,000.00 

Middle  Fork 

Valley 

320 

$85.00 

$27,200.00 

West  Fork 

Valley 

640 

$75.00 

$48.000  00 

Shonkin  Creek 

Chouteau 

40 

S300.00 

$12,000.00 

Surenougti/Potter  Divide 

Fergus 

520 

$525.00 

$579,375.00 
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Table  3-10  Appraised  Value  of  Phase  III  BLM  Lands                                  | 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

Improvements 

Price/Acre 

Land  Value 

Dog  Creek 

Fergus 

141.81 

$150.00 

$21,271.50 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

240 

$125.00 

$30,000.00 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

$125.00 

$40,000  00 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

320 

$120.00 

$38,400.00 

Whiskev  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

40 

$120  00 

$4,800.00 

Taff>'  Creek 

Fergus 

80 

$100.00 

$8,000.00 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

788.62 

$1,200.00 

$100.00 

$78,86200 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

160 

$100.00 

$16,000.00 

White  Horse  Butte 

Fergus 

40 

$100.00 

$4,000.00 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

$100.00 

$32,000.00 

N  Fork  Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

40 

$100.00 

$4,000  00 

Totals 

27,034.59 

$90,292.00 

$113.48 

$3,400,719.90 

3.1.11    Hydrologic  and  Soil 
Resources 

Table  3-11  lists  the  approximate  mileage  of  perennial 
streams  on  the  BLM  lands  being  evaluated  for  ex- 
change. The  table  also  indicates  it  the  stream  or  river  is 
considered  navigable  and  if  it  is  accessible  from  a  public 
access  point  adjacent  to  the  parcel.  In  addition,  there 
are  many  miles  of  intermittent  drainages  on  the  BLM 
lands,  which  may  have  water  at  certain  times  of  the 
year.    In  some  cases,  there  are  stock  water  dams  on  the 
parcel  (See  Water  Rights).     The  stock  reservoirs  are 
not  large  enough  or  reliable  enough  to  support  fisheries, 


but  they  do  provide  habitat  for  aquatic  life  adapted  to 
prairie  ponds  and  waterfowl. 

While  there  may  be  a  thin  veneer  of  alluvial  (water 
deposited)  soils  along  some  streams,  soils  generally  have 
developed  in  situ  over  the  underlying  geologic  materi- 
als. These  pareiit  materials,  along  with  climate,  vegeta- 
tion, relief,  and  time  are  the  primary  factors  that  have 
led  to  soil  formation."   Table  3-12  shows  the  general 
soils  types  expected  at  each  tract,  based  on  a  soils  map 
ot  Montana  developed  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service, 
Montana  Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  and  Mon- 
tana State  University. 


Table  3-11  BLM  Lands  crossed  by  Perennial  Streams  in  the  Phase  III  Exchange 


Table  3-11 1 

8LM  Lands  crossed  b^ 

y  Perennial  Streams  in  the  Phase  III  Exchange            | 

BLM  Tract 

Stream 

Miles  on  Parcel 

Navigable  Stream 

Public  Access 

Mizpah 

Powder  River 

.75 

Yes 

Yes 

Murray  Coulee 

Muiray  Coulee 

2.0 

No 

Yes 

Middle  Fork 

MF  Porcupine  Creek 

.50 

No 

Yes 

W.  Fork  Poplar 
River 

W.  Fork  Poplar 
River 

.30 

No 

Yes 

"    Brady,  N.C.,  1974.   The  Nature  and  Property  of  Soils.   McMillan  rublishiriK,  New  York,  NY. 
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Table  3-12   Qeneral  Soils  for  BLM  Exchange  Tracts 


Table  3-12  General  Soils  for  BLM  Exchange  Tracts                                  | 

Tracts/Parcels 

General  Soils  Description 

Uses 

E.  Fork  Redwater  River,  Roanwood 
Valley,  Mosquito  Creek.  Kamanski  Hill, 
Morgan  Coulee,  W.  Fork  Poplar  River. 
Round  Butte,  Glentana  East,  Glentana 
South. 

On  the  eastern  glacial  till  plains, 
MoUisols'*  and  Entisols'^  occur  on  the 
rolling  plains,  with  Entisols 
dominating  the  hilly  sections. 

Rangeland  and  Dry  Land 
Farming 

West  Fork,  Middle  Fork,  Murphy 
Coulee,  Murray  Coulee,  North  Murray 
Coulee,  Hogeland  Ridge,  Turner  North, 
Turner  South.  Turner  Colony  Northwest, 
Turner  Colony  West.  Lower  Camp 
Creek. 

Central  till  plains  have  Aridisols'^  on 
rolling  plains  and  Entisols  and 
Aridisols  on  hilly  sections.  Mollisols 
are  found  in  nearly  level  sections. 

Dry  Land  Farming  and 
Rangeland 

Cache  Coulee,  Hay  Creek,  Poker  Jim 
Gulch,  Bune  Creek.  Kimball  Creek. 
Cottonwood  Creek.  Strevell  Creek, 
South  Srrevell  Creek.  N.  Fork  Strevell 
Creek,  Fusl  Creek,  Second  Creek,  Home 
Creek,  Mizpah,  ."^sh  Creek  Divide, 
Strevell  Laney  Divide.  South  T  ^ney 
Creek.  Powder  River,  Miles  City  Creek. 
Brush  Creek. 

Soils  are  generally  Entisols  and 
Aridisols  of  the  grasslands  and 
shrublands. 

Rangeland  and  Dry  I  ^nd 
Farming 

Lower  YeUowstone.  Pocochichee- 
Adams  Divide. 

Soils  of  the  southeastern  plains  include 
EnDsols,  Mollisols,  and  Inceptisols'^. 
with  Mollisols  dominating  the  gently 
rolling  hills  and  Entisols  and 
Inceptisols  on  the  steeper  slopes. 

Rangeland  and  Drv'  Land 
Farmmg 

Thebes  Lake.  Blind  Coulee.  West 
Blacktail  Creek,  Rattlesnake  Creek,  Dry 
Creek,  N.  Fork  Dry  Creek,  Dry  Creek 
Ridge,  Dog  Creek,  Rose-Dog  Creek 
Divide,  Rose  Creek.  Bloomfield  Butte, 
Whiskey  Ridge  West,  Taffv  Creek.  Rax 
Coulee,  Taffy  Ridge,  Two  Calf  Creek, 
While  Horse  Butte,  N.  Fork  Taffy  Creek. 

On  clayey-shale  plains,  soils  Entisols 
and  Aridisols,  with  Entisols 
dominating  badlands  and  river 
"breaks" 

Rangeland 

Miles  Buue,  Upper  Camp  Creek.  Sand 
Hills.  Shonkin  Creek,  Surenough-Potter 
Divide. 

Soils  of  the  foothills  are  mostly 
Mollisols,  with  some  Inceptisols. 
Ix)wer  slopes  and  terraces  are 
Mollisols.  .\ridjsols.and  Entisols. 

Rangeland  and  Dt}'  Land 
Farming 

Mollisols  are  soils  with  deep,  dark,  relatively  fertile  topsoil  (mollic  epipedon)  formed  under  grassland  vegetation  of  the  steppes  and  prairies. 

Entisols  are  recently  formed  soils  resulting  from  a  variety  of  influences  that  interrupt  or  impede  the  pedogenic  process,  such  as  erosion  on 

poorly  vegetated  sites. 

Aridisols  are  soils  of  arid  regions  that  are  dry  more  than  50  percent  of  most  years  and  not  moist  as  much  as  90  consecutive  days  when  the 

soils  are  warm  enough  for  plant  growth. 

Inceptisob  are  "embryonic"  soils  with  few  diagnostic  features,  usually  associated  with  resistant  bedrock  or  extreme  positions  on  the 

hindscape,  like  steep  slopes. 
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3.2  State  Lands 

3.2.1  General  Geography, 
Topography  and  Aesthetics 

The  State  lands  involved  in  this  exchange  are  generally 
located  in  the  southeastern  quadrant  and  west  of  the 
Bighorn  River  on  the  Crow  Reservation  in  south 
central  Montana.  The  area  is  part  of  the  Rocky  Moun- 
tain Foreland^" ,  a  transitional  zone  between  the  true 
plains  and  the  Rocky  Mountains.    The  Crow  Reserva- 
tion offers  a  wide  variety  of  geographic  and  topographic 
settings,  ranging  from  alpine  (over  9,000  ft.)  in  the 
Bighorn  Mountains  to  riparian  floodplains  (2,800-3,000 
ft.)  along  the  Bighoni  and  Little  Bighorn  rivers.  Gener- 
ally, the  State  lands  that  are  proposed  for  exchange  are 
between  these  two  extremes  in  foothills  and  along 
intermittent  drainages.  Most  consist  of  grassland  or 
grassland/sagebrush  tracts  that  are  used  as  part  of  a 
larger  dry  land  grazing  complex.  Table  3-13  provides 
some  general  information  regarding  the  geographic 
setting,  topography  and  aesthetics  of  the  lands  in  the 
exchange. 

3.2.2  CUmate 

The  Crow  Reservation  has  a  continental  climate  with 
cold  winters  and  warm  to  hot  summers.  In  Hardin,  the 
July  average  daily  maximum  temperate  is  90°  R,  with  an 
average  minimum  of  55°  R  In  January  the  average 
maximum  and  minimum  temperatures  are  32°  F  and  6° 
F,  respectively.  Precipitation  varies  with  elevation  from 
around  10  inches  per  year  along  the  Big  Horn  River 
between  St.  Xavier  and  Hardin,  to  over  30  inches  in  the 
Pryor  and  Bighorn  mountains.  All  of  the  tracts  of  State 
land  involved  with  the  exchange  are  in  a  zone  of  15-20 
inches  of  annual  precipitation,  with  just  over  half  that 
coming  in  the  growing  season  months  of  April  through 
July. 


3.2.3   Groundwater,  Geology  and 
Mineral  Potential 

The  reservation  includes  parts  of  the  folded  Middle 
Rocky  Mountains,  represented  by  the  Bighorn  and 
Pryor  mountains,  while  the  remainder  of  the  reservation 
lies  within  the  western  portion  of  the  Powder  River 
Basin.  The  high  topography  in  the  southwestern  part  of 
the  reservation  is  due  to  the  uplift  and  folding  of  the 
Bighorn  and  Pryor  mountains,  which  include  primarily 
Paleozoic  rocks,  including  the  fairly  distinctive  lime- 
stones of  the  Madison  Group  which  form  the  sides  of 
Bighorn  Canyon.  Some  Upper  Paleozoic  (Tensleep 
Formation),  Mesozoic  (Chugwater,  Reirdon,  Swift,  and 
Morrison  Formations)  and  lower  Cretaceous  (Kootenai 
Formation)  units  also  outcrop  on  State  lands  along  the 
flank  of  the  Bighorn  Mountain  uplift. 

The  Wolf  and  Rosebud  Mountains  along  the  eastern 
side  of  the  reservation  result  from  the  eroded,  upturned 
margins  of  younger,  Paleocene  strata  that  extend 
eastward  into  the  Powder  River  Basin.  The  Fort  Union 
formation,  known  for  its  coal  beds  is  the  primary 
formation  (with  the  TuUock,  Lebo,  and  Tongue  River 
Members  of  that  formation)  present  on  the  eastern  side 
of  the  reservation. 

Between  these  higher  zones  on  the  west  and  east  are 
lower  areas,  dominated  by  late  Cretaceous  formations. 
These  units  are  dominated  by  thick,  dark  grey  shales 
with  some  sandstone  units,  localized  bentonite  beds, 
and  some  lignite  and  coal  seams.  Generally  these  shales 
are  differentiated  into  the  Colorado  Group 
(Thermopolis,  Mowry,  Belle  Fourche,  Greenhorn, 
Carlile,  and  Niobrara  Formations)  and  the  Montana 
Group  (Gammon,  Claggett,  Judith  River,  Bearpaw  and 
Fox  Hills  Formations).  Of  these,  only  the  Judith  River 
Formation  and  Fox  Hills  Formation  are  sandstones  and 
considered  to  be  significant  aquifers.  Along  the  north- 
western edge  of  the  reservation,  the  Cretaceous  Eagle 
Sandstone  outcrops  as  a  white,  fine-to-medium  grained 
sandstone  with  individual  clift-torming  beds  up  to  50 
feet  thick.  Terraces  and  floodplain  deposits  occur  along 


'"    Rocky  Mountain  Foreland  is  an  environmental  region  more  fully  described  in  the  First  Annual  Report,  Montana  Environmental  Quality 
Council,  1972. 
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Table  3-13  Qeneral  Qcography,  Topography  and  Aesthetics  of  State  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary 
Settlement  Act  Exchange 


Table  3-13  General  Geography,  Topography  and  Aesthetics  of  State  Lands  in  the  Phase  III 

Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Landscape  Position'' 

Topography^^ 

View^ 

Scenery^ 

Pryor  Creek 

YE 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Mixed 

Broken  Leg  Creek 

YE 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Mixed 

East  Buckeye  Creek 

YE 

Intermediate 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Stratford  HiU 

YE 

Upland 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Expansive 

Prairie 

Magpie  Coulee 

YE 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Sage 

Birdhead  Creek 

YE 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Badlands 

Expansive 

Sage 

Woody  Mountain 

YE 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Badlands 

Expansive 

Sage 

West  Fork  Woody  Creek 

YE 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Dissected 

Wide 

Prairie 

Cononwood  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Sage 

UtUe  Woods'  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling  to  Broken 

Wide 

Sage 

Big  Woody  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling  to  Broken 

Wide 

Sage 

Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Open 

Prauie/Cropland 

Muddy  Creek 

BH 

bitermediate 

Rolling  to  Broken 

Wide 

Sage 

Hay  Coulee 

BH 

Intermediate 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie/Cropland 

Camp  Four 

BH 

Lowland 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie/Cropland 

Lower  Soap  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Dissected 

Wide 

Sage 

Cottonwood  Coulee 

BH 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

RoUing 

Wide 

Praine 

Mission  Coulee 

BH 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

N.  Fork  Good  Luck  Crx^k 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Praine 

Rotten  Grass  Divide 

BH 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Rolling  to  Broken 

Expansive 

Prairie/Sage 

Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Sage 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Rolling  to  Broken 

Expansive 

Sage 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling  to  Broken 

Expansive 

Prairie/Sage 

Soap  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Expansive 

Mixed 

Lower  Lodgegrass  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Alligator  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Expansive 

Prairie/Mixed 

Halfway  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Open 

Prairie 

Uttle  Owl  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie/Sage 

Indian  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Rolling  to  Broken 

Open 

Mixed 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Wyola 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling 

Wide 

Prairie 

Bear  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Open 

Mixed 

Dry  Fork  Coulee 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling  to  Dissected 

Wide 

Prairie/Sage 

Dry  Ridge 

BH 

Intermediate 

Rolling  to  Dissected 

Expansive 

Mixed 

Sport  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Broken 

Expansive 

Sage 

Black  Gulch 

BH 

Intermediate  and  Upland 

Broken 

Expansive 

Sage 

Owl  Creek 

BH 

Intermediate 

Flat  to  Rolling 

Wide 

Sage 

Landscape  position  is  described  in  broad  terms  relative  to  major  drainages  and  intervening  divides.   This  characteristic  is  divided  into 

Lowland  (tloodplain  or  terraces  near  the  primary'  drainage),  hitermediate  (lands  between  Lowland  and  Upland),  and  Upland  (on  or 

straddling  the  divide). 
-    Topography  is  divided  into  categories  of  increasing  drainage  density  and  roughness  of  terrain  using  descriptive  terms  like  Flat,  Rolling, 

Broken,  Dissected,  and  Badland. 
'    If  views  are  typically  10-20  miles,  they  are  termed  Expansive;  5-10  miles,  Wide;  1-5  miles,  Open;  less  than  a  mile.  Narrow;  and  less  that 

200  yards.  Closed. 
•*    Scenery  depicts  the  typical  vegetation  you  might  see  at  this  site.   Sage  denotes  sagebrush  and  grass  mixed,  Prairie  denotes  mostly 

grassland.  Mixed  means  mixed  scattered  trees,  grass  and/or  sagebrush,  and  Timber  denotes  most  views  are  ot  timber  stands. 
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the  Bighorn  and  Little  Bighorn  rivers  and  along  some 
perennial  streams  like  Pryor  Creek  and  Lodgegrass 
Creek.  Some  higher  level  terrace  deposits  in  the 
northeastern  portion  of  the  reservation  are  interpreted 
to  he  remnant  deposits  from  the  ancestral  Shoshone 
River.  Geology  of  the  State  parcels  is  described  gener- 
ally in  Table  3-14. 


Groundwater  potential  is  closely  tied  to  the  geology  of 
the  Crow  Reservation.  The  only  areas  where  relatively 
high  volumes  of  good  quality  water  are  available  are  in 
the  alluvium  along  the  major  rivers  and  streams. 
Because  alluvium  is  limited  in  extent  and  relatively 
shallow,  none  of  the  areas  where  the  State  tracts  exist 
are  particularly  conducive  to  the  production  of  either 
large  quantities  or  good  quality  groundwater.   Small 


Table  3-14  Qroundwater,  Qeology  and  Mineral  Potential  of  State  Lands  in  the  Phase  III  Crow  Boundary 
Settlement  Act  Exchange 


Table  3-14  Groundwater,  Geology  and  Mineral  Potential  of  State  Lands  in  the  Phase  III 

Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Geologic  Formation^^ 

Groundwater 
Potential^^ 

Water 
Quality" 

Minerals^* 

Pryor  Creek 

YE 

Eagle  FormatioD 

10-20gpm;  ME  200 

800-1500  mgA. 

Not  Applicable 

Broken  Leg  Creek 

YE 

Eagle  Formation 

10-20gpm;ME200 

800-1500  mgA. 

Not  Applicable 

East  Buckeye  Creek 

YE 

Mowry  Shale 
Ancestral  Terrace  Gravel 

Not  an  Aquifer 
5  50gpm;ME1500 

NA 
300-2200  mg/L. 

Not  Applicable 

Stratford  HiU 

YE 

Mowry  Shale 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

Magpie  Coulee 

YE 

Tliermopolis  Shale 
Ancestral  Terrace  Gravel 

Not  an  Aquifer 
5-50gpm,  ME  1500 

NA 
300-2200  mg/L. 

Not  Applicable 

Birdhead  Creek 

YE 

Therraopolis  Siiale 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Woody  Mountain 

YE 

Thennopohs  Shale 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

West  Fork  Woody  Creek 

YE 

Therraopolis  Shale 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Cottonwood  Creek 

BH 

Niobrara  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

LitUe  Woody  Creek 

BH 

Carlile  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

Big  Woody  Creek 

BH 

Carlile  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

Carlile  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

Belle  Fourche  Formation 
Quaternary  Alluvium 

Not  an  Aquifer 
5-50gpm;  ME  1500 

NA 
300-2200  mg/L. 

Not  Applicable 

Muddy  Creek 

BH 

ThennopoUs  Shale 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Hay  Coulee 

BH 

Greenhorn  Formation 

Belle  Fourche  Formation 

Quaternary  Tenace 

Not  an  Aquifer 

Not  an  Aquifer 

5-50gpm;  ME  1500 

NA 

NA 

300-2200  mg/L 

Not  Applicable 

Camp  Four 

BH 

CarUle  Formation 
Quaternary  Terrace 

Not  an  Aquifer 
5-50gpm;ME1500 

NA 
300-2200  mgflL.. 

Not  Apphcable 

Lower  Soap  Creek 

BH 

Carlile  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

Cottonwood  Coulee 

BH 

Niobrara  Formation 
Quaternary  Terrace 

Not  an  Aquifer 
5-50gpm;  ME  1500 

NA 
300-2200  mgrt. 

Not  Applicable 

Mission  Coulee 

BH 

Gammon  Formation 
Quaternary  Terrace 

Not  an  Aquifer 
5-50gpm;  ME  1500 

NA 
300-2200  mgrt.. 

Not  Apphcable 

N.  Fork  Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

Gammon  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Rotten  Grass  Divide 

BH 

Gammon  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

Claggett  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

Chugwater  Formation 
Tensleep  Sandstone 

20-6000gpm  if  wells 
penetrate  Madison  Fni. 

500-300000 
mgA.. 

Not  Apphcable 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

Belle  Fourche  Formation 
Mowry  Shale 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

Soap  Creek 

BH 

Madison  Formation 
Tensleep  Sandstone 

20-6000gpm  if  wells 
peaetrate  Madison  Fm, 

500-300000 
mg/L. 

Not  Apphcable 

Lower  Lodgegrass  Creek 

BH 

Gammon  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

Alligator  Creek 

BH 

Claggett  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Apphcable 

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 


Geologic  intormation  is  taken  Irom  30'X60'Geologic  Maps  provided  hy  the  Montana  Bureau  ot  Mines  and  Geology. 

Groundwater  Potential  is  based  on  typical  production  yields  listed  in  the  Montana  Ground  Water  Atlas,  figures  represent  a  production 

range  listed  in  gallons  per  minute  (5-15  gpm)  and  what  exceptional  wells  may  exceed  (ME  100  gpm). 

Based  on  typical  range  of  Total  Dissolved  Solids  (TDS)  from  the  Montana  Ground  Water  Atlas. 

Mineral  potential  has  not  been  assessed,  since  the  minerals  are  not  owned  by  the  state.   No  mineral  estate  will  be  exchanged. 


rt 
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Table  3-14  Groundwater.  GeoIog>  and  Mineral  Potential  of  State  Lands  in  the  Phase  III 

Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Geologic  Formation'^ 

Groundwater 
Potential-'* 

Water 
Quality" 

3i 

Minerals 

HaJfway  Creek 

BH 

Judith  River  Formation 

5-15gpm,  MEIOO 

160-27000  mg/L 

Not  .Applicable 

Little  Owl  Creek 

BH 

Lance  Formation 

5-25gpm.  ME  200 

500-5000  mg/L. 

Not  Applicable 

Indian  Cjeek 

BH 

Fl  Uiuon  TonEue  River  Fm 

5-25 gpm,  ME  200 

500-5000  mg/L 

Not  Applicable 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

Gammon  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Wyola 

BH 

Claggen  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Bear  Creek 

BH 

Fl  Union  Lebo  Shale 

Not  an  Aquifer 

NA 

Not  Applicable 

Dry  Fork  Coulee 

BH 

Chugwater  Formation 
Tensleep  Sandstone 

20-6000gpm  if  wells 
penetrate  .Madison  Fm. 

500-300000 
mg/L 

Not  Applicable 

Dry  Ridge 

BH 

Madison  Formation 
Tensleep  Sandstone 

20-6000gpm  if  vvells 
penetrate  Madison  Fm 

500-300000 
mg/L 

Not  Applicable 

Sport  Creek 

BH 

Morrison  Formation 
Kootenai  Formation 

Not  an  Aquifer 
10-30gpra;  ME  100 

NA 
200-500  mga, 

Not  Applicable 

Black  GiUch 

BH 

Kootenai,  Morrison.  Swift,  and 
Reirdon  formations 

10-30gpm;ME100 
Not  an  Aquifer 

200-500  mgfl- 
NA 

Not  Applicable 

Ov.1  Crwk 

BH            1                   Lance  Formation                   i      5-25gpm;  ME  200      i   500-5000  mg/L 

Not  .Applicable 

amounts  of  water  good  enough  tor  stock  watering  have 
been  obtained  from  some  of  the  sandstone  units  in  the 
Cretaceous  shales  generally  not  considered  to  be 
aquifers.  Similar  results  of  limited  quantities  of  water 
can  be  expected  from  the  sandstone  units  of  the  Fort 
Union  Formation  and  other  aquifers  listed  on  Table  3- 
14.  The  mineral  potential  of  the  State  tracts  is  related 
to  the  underlying  geology'.  Coal  exists  under  the  eastern 
edge  of  the  reser\ation,  particularly  in  the  Tongue  Ri\er 
Member  of  the  Fort  Union  Formation.  Oil  and  gas 
could  exist  virtually  anywhere  on  the  reser\'ation  and 
several  active  oil  fields  produce  in  the  Ash  Creek,  Soap 
Creek,  Lodgegrass,  and  Grey  Blanket  Creek  areas.  Sand 
and  gravel  is  available  in  the  allu\ium  along  the  streams 
and  rivers.  Some  geologic  units  have  medium  to  high 
potential  for  bentonite,  gypsum,  clinker  (fire  baked 
shale  from  burnt  coal  beds,  also  locally  known  as  scoria) 
and  limestone.  The  State  has  no  subsurface  ownership 
on  any  of  the  reservation  parcels,  so  it  is  not  giving  up 
any  potential  mineral  values,  nor  is  it  gaining  any  in 


this  exchange. 

3.2.4   Surface  Water  Rights 

Table  3-15  identifies  water  rights  on  the  59  State  tracts 
within  the  Crow  Reservation  that  are  involved  in  this 
exchange.    Twent>-two  of  the  59  tracts  have  no  water 
rights  recorded  on  them. 

Because  the  traditional  pattern  of  grazing  involves 
pasture  units  much  larger  than  the  State  parcels, 
circumstances  arise  where  the  water  right  on  a  State 
parcel  can  be  critical  to  the  use  not  only  of  the  State 
lease,  but  also  of  the  surrounding  non-State  grazing 
leases.  The  same  is  true  when  a  State  parcel  does  not 
have  water,  but  depends  on  a  water  source  on  a  nearby 
lease  to  make  it  fully  useable  for  grazing.  Although 
these  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  impact  evaluation 
section  of  the  environmental  assessment,  not  enough 


Table  3-15  Water  Rights  on  State  lumd  in  the  Phase  III  CBSA  Exchange 


Table  3-15  Water  Rights  on  State  Land  in  the  Phase  IH  CBSA  Exchange                   | 

Legal  Description 

Tract 
Identifier 

Total 
Acres 

Water  Rights^ 

Type  of  Use 

S2N'W4,  S2.  Sec.  4  TIS  R28E 

Pryor  Creek 

400 

43EC-037505,  C-037504 

Stock  Water 

Sec  16T1SR28E 

Broken  Leg  Creek 

640 

43E-WW7495 

Stock  Water 

Sec.  36  T2S  R27n 

East  Buckeye  Creek 

640 

43E-W-029812 

Stock  Water 

Lots  5-10,  F"'F-'.  SW4SE4.  Sec 
36.  T3S  R25E 

Sffatford  HiU 

324.35 

43E-W-008254 

Stock  Water 

Sec  16,  T3SR27E 

Magpie  Coulee 

MO  1  43E-W137382.  P-037133 

Stock  Water 

\\  ater  rights  denoted  w  ith  in  *  hive  been  tiled  in  the  name  ot  the  le.vsee,  hut  are  considered  by  liie  state  to  he  ^tate  water  rights  appurte- 
nant to  the  state  tract-. 
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Table  3-15  Water  Rights  on  State  Land  in  the  Phase  III  CBSA  Exchange 

Legal  Description 

Tract 
Identifler 

Total 
Acres 

Water  Rights^' 

Type  of  Use 

Sec  36,  T3S  R27E 

Birdhead  Creek 

640 

NO  RIGHTS 

Lots  1-4,  S2N2,  S2  Sec.  1.  T4S 
R28E 

Woody  Mountain 

642.47 

43P-W-029806 

Stock  Water 

Lotsl-4,  S2N2,S2Sec.4,T4S 
R28E 

West  Fork  Woody 
Creek 

646.62 

43P-W-029807.W-I37402 

Stock  Water 

E2,  Sec.  10,  T2S  R32E 

Cottonwood  Creek 

320 

43P-W-042631 

Stock  Water 

W2.SE4,Sec.  11,T2SR32E 

Cottonwood  Creek 

480 

*43P-C-069493,  P-037132.  W-042632 

Stock  Water 

Sec.  22,  T3S  R30E 

Little  Woody  Creek 

640 

*43P-W-183813 

Stock  Water 

Sec.  23,  T3S  R30E 

Uttle  Woody  Creek 

640 

♦43P-W-183813 

Stock  Water 

Lots  1-7,  S2NE4,  SE4NW4, 
E2SW4,  SE4,  Sec.  6,  T3S 
R31E 

Big  Woody  Creek 

625.20 

43P-W-013585 

Stock  Water 

Lotsl-4.E2,E2W2,Sec.  7, 
T3SR31E 

Big  Woody  Creek 

624.02 

*43P-W-183814 

Stock  Water 

Sec.  24,  T4S  R30E 

Beauvais  Creek 

640 

NO  RIGHTS 

NE4,  Sec.  22,  T4SR3 IE 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

160 

43P-W- 137363 

Stock  Water 

SE4.Sec.  22,T4SR31E 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

160 

NO  RIGHTS 

NE4,  Sec.  23,T4SR31E 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

160 

NO  RIGHTS 

Sec.  9,  T5S  R30E 

Muddy  Creek 

640 

*43P-W-183994,W-I37356 

Stock  Water 

Lotsl-4.S2N2,S2Sec.  3, 
T5SR3IE 

Hay  Coulee 

647.20 

NO  RIGHTS 

N2.SW4.Sec  21,T5SR31E 

Camp  Four 

480 

NO  RIGHTS 

NW4,Sec.28.T5SR31E 

Camp  Four 

160 

43P-W-035062 

Stock  Water 

N2S2,Sec,  1,T6SR32E 

Lower  Soap  Creek 

160 

NO  RIGHTS 

Sec.  10,  T6S  R33E 

Cottonwood  Coulee 

640 

*43P-W-1 84984,  *W- 184983,  W- 
1 12077.  W-112076 

Stock  Water 

SE4,  Sec.  22.  T6S  R33E 

Mission  Coulee 

160 

♦43P-W-1 84996,  W-1 12075 

Stock  Water 

S2.  Sec  IS,  T6S  R34E 

N.  Fork  Good  Luck 
Creek 

320 

NO  RIGHTS 

Sec.  16,  T6S  R34E 

Rotten  Grass  Divide 

640 

43O-W-0250I1 

Stock  Water 

E2,  Sec,  8,  T6S  R35E 

Good  Luck  Creek 

320 

430- W-1 12091 

Stock  Water 

W2NW4,  W2SE4,  SW4,  Sec. 
9,  T6S  R35E 

Good  Luck  Creek 

320 

NO  RIGHTS 

S2NE4.  S2,  Sec.  8,  T7S  R28E 

Dry  Head  Creek 

400 

43P-W-I37379,  W-137378,  *W  185502 

Stock  Water 
Irrigation  10  ac. 

S2NE4,  E2SW4.  SE4,  Sec.  9, 
T7S  R28E 

Dry  Head  Creek 

320 

43P-W-137380 

Stock  Water 

S2N2,  S2.  Sec.  10,  T7S  R28E 

Dry  Head  Creek 

480 

*43P-W- 187871,  *W-187864,  W-011061 

Stock  Water 

S2,  Sec.  25,  T7S  R32E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

320 

*43P-W- 183568,  *W-183554,  W-137377, 
W-i  12078 

Stock  Water 

SE4,  Sec.  26,  T7S  R32E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

160 

NO  RIGHTS 

NE4S&V.  S2SW4,  SE4,  Sec. 
32,  T7S  R32E 

Soap  Creek 

280 

*43P-W183569,W-137371 

Stock  Water 

NE4.  Sec.  36.  T7S  R32E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

160 

NO  RIGHTS 

Lots  3-4,  Sec.  30,  T7S  R33E 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

82.43 

NO  RIGHTS 

Ji 
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Table  3-15  Water  Rights  on  State  Land  in  the  Phase  lU  CBSA  Exchange                    | 

Legal  Description 

Tract 
Identifier 

Total 
Acres 

Water  Rights^ 

Type  of  Use 

S2,  Sec  29.  T7S,  R3?t 

Dt)  Soap  Creek 

320 

.NO  RIGHTS 

NW4NW4.  Sec.  16.  T7S  R34E 

Lower  Lodgegrass 
Creek 

40 

SO  RIGHTS 

Sec.  36.  T7S  R34E 

Alligator  Creek 

640 

430- W- 1 1 2082,  W 1 1 208 1 ,  W- 1 1 2080 

Stock  Water 

Lot  4.  Sec,  36,  T7S  R35E 

HalfNsay  Creek 

28.88 

NO  RIGHTS 

NW4.  Sec.  13.  T7S  R36E 

Little  Owl  Creek 

160 

NO  RIGHTS 

Lot  10.  SW4SW4.  Sec.  1. 
T7S  R38E 

Indian  Creek 

84.85 

NO  RIGHTS 

S2SE4.  Sec  2.  T7S  R38E 

Indian  Creek 

80 

NO  RIGHTS 

Lots  5-6.  Sec.  12,  r7SR38E 

Indian  Creek 

83.45 

42A-W- 188693 

Stock  Water 

S2.  Sec.  12.  T8S  R34E 

Crazy  Creek 

320 

NO  RIGHTS 

NW4.  Sec.  13.  T8S  R34E 

Crazy  Creek 

160 

NO  RIGHTS 

E2,  SW4,  Sec.  14,  T8S  R34E 

Crazy  Creek 

480 

43O-W.025010 

Stock  Water 

HVJAS-W4.  Sec  16,  T8S  R35E 

Wyola 

40 

NO  RIGHTS 

NW'4SE4.  S2SE4,  Sec  16.  T8S 
R37E 

Bear  Creek 

120 

430-W-137368 

Stock  Water 

S2,  Sec.  20,  T9S  R33E 

Dry  Fork  Coulee 

320 

430-W-137376,  W-137375.  C-O25012 

Stock  Water 

Lots  1-2,  E2NW4,  XE4,  Sec.  30, 
T9S  R33E 

Dry  Ridge 

315.67 

43O-W-O25013,  W-137362.  C-037496 

Stock  Water 

Lots  3^,  E2SW4,  SE4.  Sec.  30. 
T9SR33E 

Dry  Ridge 

315.89 

430-W-137362,  C-037496 

Stork  Water 

Lotsl-2.  E2mV4,  NE4,  Sec.  31, 
T9S  R33E 

Dry  Ridge 

316.88 

430-W-137361 

Stock  Water 

SW4SW4,  E2SE4,  Sec.  16. 
T9S  R34E 

Black  Gulch 

120 

NO  RIGHTS 

NE4,  .NE4SE4.  Sec.  IS. 
T9S  R34E 

Sport  Creek 

200 

430-W-137365 

Stock  Water 

S2NE4,  SE4.  Sec.  20, 
T9SR34E 

Black  Gulch 

240 

43O-W-025015 

Stock  Water 

N'W4NW4,  E2.  S2NW4,  SW4, 
Sec  21,T9SR34E 

Black  Gulch 

600 

430-W-025017,W-025016 

Stock  Water 

NE4.Sec.  13.T9SR36E 

Owl  Creek 

160 

430-W- 137366 

Stock  Water 

information  was  available  to  individually  characterize 
the  impact  to  each  State  tract. 


3.2.5   Vegetation 


The  Montana  Vegetation  Types  map^"  lists  five  vegeta- 
tion types  on  the  Crow  Reser\'ation.  Lodgepole  pine- 
Douglas-fir  forest  occurs  in  the  Bighorn  Mountains  and 
in  the  foothills  north  ot  the  Pr^or  Mountains.  Eastern 
Montana  ponderosa  pine  forest  occurs  in  the  Wolf 


Mountains  and  on  a  small  portion  of  the  Crow  reserva- 
tion immediately  southeast  of  Billings.  Four  State 
parcels  fall  within  this  \egetation  t>pe  boundary'.  One 
parcel  is  represented  by  Ponderosa  pine  savannah, 
which  occurs  in  the  eastern  edge  of  the  reservation. 
The  Central  Grassland  vegetation  tNpe  occurs  in  the 
vicinity  ot  Hardin  and  extends  about  20  miles  east  and 
west  and  about  1 5  miles  up  the  Bighorn  and  Little 
Bighorn  drainages.  Two  parcels  are  in  this  vegetation 
r\pe. 


Pa^Tie,  G.F.,  1973  Vegetative  Rangeland  Types  irt  Montatta,  Montana  Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  Montana  State  University, 

EV'reniiin. 
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Most  of  the  lands  involved  in  the  third  exchange  fall 
into  the  Foothill  Grassland  type,  which  covers  the  rest 
of  the  reservation.  Table  3-16  shows  the  State  lands 
that  fall  in  each  vegetative  type  and  the  species  that 
typically  occur. 


3.2.5.1   Rare  Plants 

Rare  plants  have  not  been  identified  on  most  of  the 
State  lands  that  are  proposed  for  exchange,  however, 
one  1967  observation  of  Yellow  Bee  Plant  (Cigome 
lutea)  is  either  on  or  peripheral  to  the  Dry  Head  Creek 


Table  3-16  Vegetative  Type  Characteristics  for  State  hands  {distinguishing  species  in  hold) 


Table  3-16  Vegetative  Type  Characteristics  for  State  Lands  (distinguisiiing  species  in 

bold) 

Central  Grassland                                                            || 

Tracts/Parcels 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Blue  Crania 

Fringed  Sagewort 

Sagebrush 

Absent  or  Occasional 

Big  Woody  Creek 

Western  Wheatgrass 
Needle-ajid-thread 
Sandberg  Bluegrass 
Green  Needlegrass 
Bluebunch  Wheatgrass 
Plains  Reedgrass 
Prairie  Junegrass 
Plains  Muhly 
Threadleaf  Sedge 
Needleleaf  Sedge 

Broom  Snakeweed 

Phlox 

Wild  Buckwheat 

Scarlet  Globemallow 

Plains  Pricklypear 

Foothills  Grassland 

Tracts/Parcels 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

East  Buckeye  Creek 

BluebuDCb  Wheatgrass 

Western  Yarrow 

Douglas  Hawthorne 

Quaking  Aspen 

Magpie  Coulee 

Western  Wheatgrass 

Clubmoss 

Saskatoon  Serviceberry 

Stratford  Hill 

Idaho  Fescue 

Lupine 

Western  Chokecherry 

Birdhead  Creek 

Sheep  Fescue 

Needle-and-thread 

Phlox 

Russet  Buffaloberry 
Rose 

W.  Fork  Woody  Creek 

Mountain  Brome 

Woody  Mountain 

Pumpelly  Brome 

Little  Woody  Creek 

Thickspike  Wheatgrass 

Beauvais  Creek 

Bluegrass 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

Sandberg  Bluegrass 

Muddy  Creek 

Prairie  Junegrass 

Hay  Coulee 
Camp  Four 

Green  Needlegrass 
Blue  Cn-ama 

Dry  Head  Creek 

Lower  Soap  Creek 

Cottonwood  Coulee 

Mission  Coulee 

Rotten  Grass  Divide 

N.  Fork  Good  Luck  Creek 

Good  Luck  Creek 

Soap  Creek 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

Lower  Lodgegrass  Creek 

Alligator  Creek 

Halfway  Creek 

Little  Owl  Creek 

Crazy  Creek 

Wyola 

Dry  Ridge 

Dry  Fork  Coulee 

r^ 
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Table  3-16  Vegetative  Type  Characteristics  for  State  Lands  (distinguishing  species  in 

bold) 

Spon  Creek 

Black  Gulch 

Ponderosa  Pine  Savannah                                                         | 

Tracts/Parcels 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Indian  Creek 

Western  Wheatgrass 

Phlox 

SkTinkbrush  Sumac 

Ponderosa  Pine 

Bluebuncb  Wheatgrass 

Lupine 

Common  Snowberry 

Rocky  Mountain  Juniper 

Blue  Grrnia 

Wild  Buckwheat 

Plains  Pricklypear 

Saodberg  Bluegiass 

Needle-and- thread 

Utile  Bluestem 

Buftalograss 

PraiiK  JuDCgrass 

Indian  Ricegrass 

Idaho  Fescue 

Sideoats  Grania 

Eastern  Montana  Ponderosa  Pine  Forest 

Tracts/Parcels 

Grasses 

Forbs 

Shrubs 

Trees 

Piyor  Creek 

Needle-and-thread 

Phlox 

Skunkbrush  Sumac 

Ponderosa  Pine 

Broken  Leg  Creek 

Blue  Grama 

Wild  Buckwheat 

Weslem  Snowbetry 

Rocky  Mountain  Juniper 

Bear  Creek 

Little  Bluestem 

Lupine 

Owl  Creek 

Western  Wheatgrass 
Sandberg  Bluegrass 
Prairie  Junegrass 
Bluebunch  Wheatgrass 
Sideoats  Grama 
Threadleaf  Sedge 
Nee  dleleaf  Sedge 
Bhiegrass 

tract.  The  State  lands  may,  in  some  cases,  provide 
habitat  conditions  that  would  be  suited  to  some  of  the 
rare  plants  that  occur  or  which  have  historically  oc- 
curred in  the  area.  Table  3-17  lists  those  rare  plants 
known  to  have  occurred  within  a  ten-mile  radius  of  the 
State  lands  that  are  evaluated  for  this  exchange. 

Sweetwater  Milkvetch  {Astragalus  aretioides)  occurs  on 
limestone  outcrops  near  Bighorn  Canyon  within  10 
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miles  of  the  Muddy  Creek  and  Camp  Four  tracts.  Platte 
cinquetoil  {Potentialla  platteTisis)  occurs  in  the  Pryor 
Mountains  within  10  miles  of  the  Dry  Head  Creek 
tract,  and  Yellow  bee  plant,  mentioned  earlier,  occurs 
either  on  or  immediately  adjacent  to  the  same  tract. 
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Table  3-17  Endangered,  Threatened,  and  Serxsitive  Plant  Species  Known  or  with  Potential  to  Occur  on  Phase  III 
State  Exchange  Lands  (Lesica  and  Shelly  1991;  MNHP  Database  2000) 


Table  3-17  Endangered,  Threatened,  and  Sensitive  Plant  Species  Known  or  with 

Potential  to  Occur  on  Phase  III  State  Exchange  Lands 

(Lesica  and  Shelly  1991;  MNHP  Database  2000) 

Species  Common  Name 

USFWS 

USFS/ 
BLM 

Global/ 
State 

Habitat  Type 

Habitat 

Present 

on  State  leases 

Flowering/fruiting 
Phenology 

Astragalus  aretioides 

Sweetwater  Mflkveicli 

None 

None 
W 

G4/S2 

Limestone  soils  on  exposed  ridges 
4,000-7.800  ft. 

Unknown 

June/July 

Cicome  tulea 
Yellow  Bee  Plant 

None 

None 
W 

G5/S1 

Open  sandy  soils  of  sagebrush 
steppe  4,000-4,600  ft. 

Yes 

June/Jnly 

PolenliUa  plallensis 
PlaUe  Cinquefoi] 

None 

None 

vv 

G4/S1 

Grasslands  and  sagebrash  steppe 
6.000-8.000  ft. 

Unknown 

June 

USFS  Key:  Other  Codes  appended  to  Global  Rank: 

W  -  Watch  species  Q  -  Taxonomic  question  or  problems  involved,  more  information  needed. 

S  -     Sensitive  species  T  -  Rank  for  a  sub-specific  taxon  appended  to  global  rank  for  fiill  species. 

Global/State  Key:   G  denotes  Global  rank;  S  denotes  State  rank 

G4  -Apparently  secure  globally,  though  it  may  be  quite  rare  in  parts  of  its  range,  especially  at  the  periphery. 

G5  -Demonstrably  secure  globally,  though  it  may  be  quite  rare  in  parts  of  its  range,  especially  at  the  periphery. 

81  -  Critically  imperiled  in  State  because  of  extreme  rarity  (5  or  fewer  occurrences,  or  very  few  remaining  individuals),  or  because  of  some 
factor  of  its  biology  making  it  especially  vulnerable  to  extirpation  from  the  State. 

S2  -  Imperiled  in  State  because  of  rarity  (6  to  20  occurrences),  or  becau.se  of  other  factors  demonstrably  making  it  very  vulnerable  to  extirpa- 
tion from  the  State. 


3.2.5.2  Noxious  Weeds 

Noxious  weeds  are  usually  exotic  plants  that  proliferate 
and  reduce  the  value  of  land  for  agriculture,  forestry, 
livestock,  wildlife,  and  other  beneficial  uses.  Noxious 
weeds  spread  rapidly,  out  compete  most  native  species 
and  have  at  least  some  of  the  following  characteristics: 

1 .  Continuous  seed  production  during  the  growing 
season 

2.  Highly  efficient  seed  dispersal 

3.  Persistent  hanks  of  seeds  or  seedlings 

4.  Capability  for  growth  in  adverse  climates  and 
soils 

5.  Capability  to  reproduce  through  seeds,  sprouts, 
and  rhizomes 

6.  Few  natural  controls  "  '- 

Several  noxious  weeds  are  known  to  he  established  on 
the  Crow  Reservation.  Spotted  knapweed  occurs  as 
isolated  infestations  along  Interstate  90  near  Hardin 


and  the  Wyoming  border;  near  Fort  Smith;  along  the 
Edgar- Pryor  road;  and  along  Highway  2 1 2  near  the 
eastern  boundary  of  the  reservation.  Leafy  spurge 
occurs  west  and  southwest  of  Pryor,  near  the  western 
edge  of  the  reservation,  and  in  the  Lodgegrass  and 
Wyola  areas.  Resource  specialists  with  the  Tribe  have 
indicated  that  Russian  knapweed,  dalmation  toadflax, 
sulfur  cinquefoil,  hounds  tongue,  Canada  thistle,  hoary 
cress,  common  burdock  and  field  bindweed  occur  either 
on  or  adjacent  to  some  of  the  State  exchange  tracts. 

No  known  noxious  weed  infestations  occur  on  the 
State  lands,  but  some  parcels  may  have  non-noxious 
weed  infestations  related  to  grazing  pressure  or  favorable 
habitat  conditions.  No  specific  weed  problems  were 
identified  during  site  inspections  of  the  parcels  in  June 
1999,  but  the  survey  was  not  done  specifically  for 
noxious  weed  identification  purposes. 


Montana  Department  of  Agriculture,  1981,  Weed  Training  Manual.  Helena,  MT. 
McDonald,  P.  and  C.  Tappeiner,  1986.  "Weeds."  loumal  of  Forestry.  84(  10):34-^7. 
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3.2.6  Wildlife  Habitat  and 
Fisheries 

With  its  N-aricd  topograph y,  the  Crow  Rescnation 
pniN'ides  a  wide  variety  o\  habitat  tor  a  number  of 
species.  There  are  64  small  mammal  species  known  to 
exist  on  the  reservation.  Ten  large  mammals,  including 
mountain  lion,  black  bear,  elk,  white-tailed  deer,  mule 
deer,  and  moose  also  live  on  the  reservation.  Season- 
ally, there  are  as  many  as  261  different  bird  species. 
Five  amphibians  and  15  reptiles  are  known  to  occur  on 
the  reservation." 

The  State  lands  on  the  reser\'ation  provide  excellent 
habitat  suitable  for  antelope,  mule  deer,  and  for  some 
upland  game  birds.  Some  of  the  stock  water  ponds 
pro\ide  seasonal  waterfowl  habitat.  Generally,  these 
habitats  are  little  used  by  game  species  because  of  year- 
round  hunting  by  Crow  tribal  members,  combined  with 
no  bag  Umits,  and  relatively  easy  4-wheel  drive  access. 

There  are  excellent  fisheries  in  the  Bighorn  River,  and 
fair  to  good  fisheries  in  the  Little  Bighorn  and  other 
perermial  streams.  Table  3-18  provides  a  list  of  peren- 
nial streams  that  cross  State  lands. 

3.2. 6. 1    Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

The  Crow  reservation  provides  historic  habitat  for 
grizzly  hear,  wolf,  and  black-footed  ferret,  although  none 
of  these  species  presently  exist  there.  Occasional  bald 
eagle  and  peregrine  falcon  use  occurs  on  the  reserva- 

tion, but  none  ot  the  State  lands  involved  in  the 
exchange  have  been  linked  to  this  occasional  use. 

There  are  no  known  occurrences  of  threatened  or 
endangered  species  on  any  of  the  State  lands  involved 
in  this  exchange  proposal.  None  of  the  lands  involved 
have  any  habitat  critical  to  any  threatened  or  endan- 
gered species.  One  species  of  special  concern,  the 
spotted  bat  (Euderma  macuhxtum)  occurs  in  the  Bighorn 
Canyon  vicinity,  which  is  within  4  miles  of  the  Camp 
Four  tract  and  within  six  miles  of  the  Muddy  Creek 
tract.  Habits  of  spotted  bats  are  not  well  known,  but 
they  may  forage  for  food  as  far  away  as  these  tracts.  In 
addition,  two  other  species  designated  with  BLM  special 
status  occur  on  or  near  some  State  lands  in  this  ex- 
change. These  include  a  pure  strain  of  Yellowstone 
cutthroat  trout  {Oncarhsnchus  clarld  bouveiri)  found  in 
Dry  Head  Creek  and  the  Meadow  jumping  mouse 
{Zapus  hiidsonhis)  located  alone  the  Little  Bighorn 
Ri\er  near  the  Sport  Creek  and  Black  Gulch  tracts. 

3.2.7   Recreation 

Due  to  lack  of  access  (See  Access),  there  is  little,  if  any, 
recreational  use  on  most  of  these  State  lands.  There 
may  be  some  use  of  the  lands  by  tribal  members  for 
hunting  or  other  purposes.  Six  State  parcels  accessible 
by  county  roads  include  Stratford  Hill,  Dry^  Head  Creek 
(Sections  9  and  10),  Rotten  Grass  Divide,  Hay  Coulee, 
Dry  Soap  Creek  (Section  29),  and  Dry  Fork  Coulee. 
Although  accessible,  these  parcels  did  not  show  any 
e\idence  of  extensive  public  use  during  field  inspections 
in  June  1999. 

Table  3-18  State  Lands  crossed  by  Perennial  Streams  in  the  Phase  III  Exchange 


Table  3-18  State  Lands  crossed  bv  Perennial  Streams  in  the  Phase  IE 

Exchange 

State  Tract 

Stream 

Miles  on  Parcel 

Fishery  Present 

Public  Access 

Muddy  Creek 

Muddy  Creek 

.25 

No 

No 

Dry  Head  Creek 

Dry  Head  Creek 

.50 

Yes 

No 

Soap  Creek 

Soap  Creek 

.50 

Yes 

No 

Dry  Ridge 

Lodge  Grass  Creek 
Horse  Ridge  Canyon 

.20 
.90 

Yes 
Unknown 

No 
No 

Sport  Creek 

Sport  Creek 

.40 

Yes 

No 

Owl  Creek 

Owl  Creek 

.30 

Yes 

No 

Crow  Tribe  Resource  Development  Technical  Reports.  Oct.  1977,  "Wildlite".  prep.ireJ  bv  Rivkv  Mountain  Research  Corporation,  p 

1  to  S-i4. 
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3.2.8  Cultural  Resources 

A  class  I  survey  (literature  review)  of  the  State  lands 
reveals  three  unrecorded  cultural  resource  sites  involv- 
ing stone  cairns,  stone  circles  and  bison  kill  sites  on  the 
Dry  Head  Creek  tract.  No  sites  were  identified  on  any 
of  the  other  State  tracts.  Under  the  Programmatic 
Agreement  for  Cultural  Resources,  a  professional 
cultural  resource  inventory  and  evaluation  will  only  be 
necessary  if  the  agency  ultimately  receiving  title  to  the 
parcels  proposes  a  land  use  change  that  would  endanger 
potential  cultural  resources. 

3.2.9  Access 

With  the  exception  of  six  parcels  crossed  by  county 
roads  noted  earlier  in  the  recreation  section,  the  Phase 
III  State  lands  on  the  Crow  Reservation  do  not  have 
legal  public  access    Most  of  these  lands  are  surrounded 
by  a  combination  of  fee  (private)  lands.  Tribal  lease 
lands  or  individual  Tribal  allotments.  Tribal  members 
may  have  access  to  the  State  lands  across  the  Tribal 
lease  lands  or  allotted  lands  and  fee  owners  can  reach 
these  lands  from  their  adjacent  ownership,  but  the  lands 
are  not  legally  accessible  to  the  general  public. 

In  almost  all  cases  except  for  the  tracts  crossed  by 
county  roads,  primitive  roads  and  four-wheel  drive 
tracks  provide  access  to  the  State  parcels.  However, 
these  roads  are  considered  private  and  provide  access 
exclusively  to  the  lessee  or  are  used  cooperatively  by 
adjacent  landowners  and  lessees  to  reach  their  respec- 
tive lands.  In  some  cases,  a  written  easement  or  right- 
of-way  may  have  been  granted  while  in  other  cases 
access  may  be  by  common  consent  by  the  lessee  and 
adjacent  landowners. 

3.2.10  Socioeconomics 

3.2.10.1  Timber  and  Grazing  Revenue 

There  are  no  commercial  timherlands  on  the  State 
lands  involved  with  this  exchange.  Grazing,  cultivated 
cropland  and  feedlot  revenues  are  the  only  sources  of 


income  from  these  State  lands  at  this  time.  Table  3-19 
summarizes  the  revenue  producing  status  of  the  State 
lands  in  2000.  Overall,  on  a  dollars/acre/year  basis, 
these  lands  will  produce  an  average  of  $1.82  per  acre  in 
2000,  or  $37,445.81.  Table  3-19  shows  that  several 
leases  are  substantially  higher  than  the  minimum  AUM 
rates  because  of  competitive  bidding  tor  the  leases. 
Leases  for  the  tracts  with  minimum  rates  produce 
revenue  averaging  about  $  1 .00/acre/year.  This  is  similar 
to  other  State  lands  off  the  reservation,  but  is  substan- 
tially less  than  the  market  for  private  grazing  on  the 
Crow  Reservation,  which  may  go  as  high  as  $5.00  per 
acre  (about  $20.00/AUM).3^ 

Revenues  from  grazing  and  timber  harvested  from 
common  school  trust  lands  are  considered  "distributable 
revenues."  That  is,  95  percent  of  these  receipts  flow 
directly  to  the  State  general  fimd  where  they  are 
distributed  through  the  school  equalization  account  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  common  schools.  The  remain- 
ing 5  percent  is  deposited  into  the  permanent  school 
trust.  Figure  3-1  shows  how  these  revenues  are  allo- 
cated. Revenue  produced  from  the  lands  acquired  in 
the  exchange  must  be  equal  or  greater  than  the  revenue 
produced  from  the  exchanged  lands  in  order  for  the 
Land  Board  to  approve  the  exchange.  In  other  words, 
when  considering  the  entire  exchange  (Phase  1  to  III), 
acquired  lands  must  be  capable  of  producing  each  year, 
over  the  long-term,  at  least  as  much  as  being  produced 
annually  by  the  State  lands  in  the  CBSA  exchanges. 

3.2.10.2  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 

Since  Big  Horn  and  Yellowstone  counties  do  not  have 
more  than  six  percent  State  ownership,  they  receive  no 
equalization  payments  from  the  State.  This  exchange 
would  not  change  that  status. 

Equalization  payments  made  by  the  State  are  similar  to 
the  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT)  payment  that  the 
federal  government  makes  to  counties  with  federal 
ownerships,  but  no  State  payment  is  made  unless  the 
State  land  base  exceeds  six  percent  of  the  total  land 
base  of  a  county. 


C- 
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"  Information  provided  by  the  BIA  and  Crow  Tnhe  indicates  that,  depending  on  competition  tor  leases,  tribal  lease  rates  may  vary  from 
$1.00  to  as  high  as  $10.00  per  acre  (or  about  $4.00  to  $40.00/AUM).  These  extremes  are  relatively  infrequent  and  $5.00  per  acre  was 
considered  more  indicative  of  the  actual  market  for  both  tribal  and  private  leases. 
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The  final  result  at  the  land  exchange  will  he  the 
transfer  ot  title  cit  the  State  lands  to  the  federal 
government  to  be  held  iii  trust  hy  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  for  the  Crow  Tribe.  Since  the  federal  govern- 


ment docs  not  make  PILT  payments  for  Indian  trust 
lands,  there  will  he  no  net  change  in  funding  of  local 
governments  in  Big  Horn  or  Yellowstone  counties  as  a 
result  of  this  exchange. 


Tabic  3-19  Revenues  in  2000  from  State  Lands  Proposed  for  Exchange  (in  Dollars) 


Table  3-19  Revenues  in  2000  from  State  Lands  Proposed  for  Exchange 

(in  Dollars) 

Parcel  Identity 

State  Revenue  Sources 

Revenue 
Recipients 

$/Acre/ 
Year 

Grazing 
AUM's 

AUM 

Rate 

Cultivation 

Other 

Total 

Revenue 

Comnion 
Schools 

Pr>'ur  Creek 

136 

S    3,73 

$500.00 

$  1,007.28 

$  1,007.28 

$         2.52 

Broken  Leg  Creek 

107 

$    3.73 

$      399.11 

$     399,11 

$        062 

East  Buckeye  Creek 

138 

$    4.17 

$      575,46 

$      575.46 

$         0.90 

Stratford  Hill 

76 

$    4.17 

$      316.92 

$      316.92 

$         0.98 

Magpie  Coulee 

112 

$    4.17 

$      467.04 

$      467  04 

$         0.73 

Biidhead  Creek 

74 

$    4.17 

$      308,58 

$      308  58 

$         0.48 

Wo<idy  Mountain 

80 

$    4.17 

$      333,60 

$      333,60 

$         052 

West  Fork  Woody  Creek 

113 

$    4.17 

$      47121 

S      471.21 

$         073 

Cottonwood  Creek 

ISO 

$    3.73 

$      671.40 

$      671.40 

$         0.84 

Little  Woodv  Creek 

296 

$    4.17 

$   1,234.32 

$  1,234.32 

$         0.96 

Big  Woody  Creek 

273 

$    4.17 

$  1.138.41 

$   1,138.41 

$         0,91 

Beauvais  Creek 

171 

$    4.17 

$      713-07 

$      713.07 

S         1  11 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

78 

$    4.72 

$2,790.18 

$  3.15828 

$  3,158,28 

$        6.58 

Muddy  Creek 

191 

$    4.17 

$      796.47 

$      796.47 

$         1.24 

Hay  Coulee 

105 

$    3.73 

$1,627.93 

$  2.019.58 

$  2,019.58 

$        3.12 

Camp  Four 

134 

$    3.85 

$      516.10 

$     51610 

$         0.81 

Lower  Soap  Creek 

43 

$    4.17 

$      179.31 

$      179,31 

$         1.12 

Cottonwood  Coulee 

183 

$    3,73 

$      682,59 

$     682.59 

$          1,07 

Mission  Coulee 

52 

$    4.17 

$      216,84 

$     21684 

$          1.36 

N  Fork  Good  Luck  Creek 

112 

$  14.00 

$   1,56S00 

$  1.5C)8  00 

$         4.90 

Rouen  Grass  Divide 

180 

$   14,00 

$  2.520  00 

$  2,520,00 

$         3.94 

Good  Luck  Creek 

208 

$  15.39 

$  3.201  12 

$  3,201,12 

$        5.00 

Dry  Head  Creek 

275 

$    4.17 

S  1,14675 

$   1,146,75 

$        0.96 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

309 

$  15.55 

$  4,806  30 

$  4,806,30 

$        4.61 

Soap  Creek 

83 

$    3.73 

$      30959 

$      309.59 

$         1,11 

Lower  Lodgegrass  Creek 

13 

$    4.17 

$      54,21 

$       54.21 

$         1,36 

Alligator  Creek 

201 

$    4,17 

$      838.17 

$      838  17 

$         1.31 

Halfway  Creek 

11 

$    4.17 

$       45.87 

$       4587 

$         1,59 

Little  Owl  Creek 

51 

$    4.17 

$      212.67 

$      212.67 

$         1,33 

Indian  Creek 

70 

$  12,50 

$      875,00 

$      875.00 

$         3.52 

Crazy  Creek 

330 

$    8,48 

$  2,798,40 

$  2,798.40 

$         2.92 

Wyola 

15 

S    4.17 

$      62.55 

$       62.55 

$         1.56 

Bear  Creek 

32 

$    3.73 

$      119.36 

$      119.36 

$         0.99 

Dry  Fork  Coulee 

100 

$    8.41 

$      841.00 

S      841,00 

$         2-63 

Dry  Ridge 

241 

$    5.28 

$  1.273.33 

$  1.273.33 

$         1.^4 

Sport  Creek 

280 

$    4,17 

$   1.167.60 

$   1,167.60 

$          I  22 

Black  Gulch 

58 

$    4,17 

$      241-86 

$      241.86 

$          1.21 

Owl  Creek 

38 

$    4  17 

$      158,46 

$      158.46 

$         0  99 

1  Total  State  Parcels 

5149 

S    5  68 

$4,418  11 

$500,00 

$37,44581 

$37,445.81 

S         1  82 
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Figure  3-1  Trust  Lands  Revenue  Flow  Chart 
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3.2.10.3  Land  Values 

The  appraisal  of  State  lands  on  the  Crow  Reservation 
shows  their  highest  and  best  use  continuing  as  grazing 
lands.  The  total  value  ot  the  lands,  as  established  hy  a 
comparative  sales  appraisal,  is  $2,866,599.00.  In 
addition,  improvements  on  these  lands  were  valued 
separately  because  of  the  necessity  of  compensating  the 
current  lessee  for  authorized  improvements  as  a  condi- 
tion ot  the  exchange.   Iniproxements  on  these  lands 
totaled  $44,752.00.  Table  3-20  shows  the  values  for  the 
lands  on  the  Crow  Reservation  at  the  time  of  appraisal. 

3.2.11    Hydrologic  and  Soil 
Resources 

Except  tor  a  tew  tracts,  all  of  the  drainages  on  the  State 
lands  are  intermittent  drainages  and  are  usually  dry 
most,  if  not  all,  of  the  year.  Table  3-18,  presented 
earlier,  summarizes  the  perennial  drainages  and  the 
stream  miles  on  the  State  lands.  Small  stock  water 
reservoirs,  springs  and  ponds  on  many  of  the  State 
parcels  may  provide  some  aquatic  habitat  for  waterfowl, 
frogs,  turtles,  and  aquatic  insects.  Most  of  these  reser- 
\oirs  e\'aporate  in  dr^'  years,  so  no  fisheries  are  sup- 
ported. Table  3-15,  also  presented  earlier,  indicates 
which  parcels  have  stock  water  available. 

Intense  local  thunderstorms  during  summer  and 
"chinook"  winds  that  rapidly  melt  snow  cover  in  winter 
can  lead  to  runoff  in  these  intermittent  drainages. 
Major  runoff  can  be  accompanied  by  severe  erosion  and 
gullying,  particularly  on  State  lands  underlain  by 
erodible  shales.  Some  lands  have  "badlands"  develop- 
ing where  poor  soils,  little  vegetation,  and  occasional, 
high  intensity  runoft  occurs. 

There  is  a  complex  variety  of  separately  mapped  units  of 
different  soil  types  on  the  State  parcels.  In  general,  most 
of  the  soils  on  the  State  lands  have  developed  in  place 
or  "in  situ"  on  the  underlying  geologic  formations, 
except  for  relatively  small  areas  where  alluvial  and 
terrace  soils  are  deposited  along  drainages.  Table  3-21 
shows  which  tracts  fall  into  generalized  soil  groups. 
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The  high  percentage  of  silt  and  clay  content  in  underly- 
ing shales  produces  soils  that  are  clayey  to  loamy  and 
which  have  good  water  holding  capacity.  High  clay 
content  inhibits  rapid  infiltration  of  water,  so  .short 
duration  precipitation  events  tend  to  only  wet  the 
surface  layer  and  not  penetrate  to  any  depth.  This 
makes  driving  access  on  unimproved  roads  nearly 
impossible  when  soils  are  wet  and  is  responsible  for  the 
tendency  to  have  runoft,  resulting  in  gullying.  Soils 
developed  over  more  sandy  units  tend  to  have  loamy 
characteristics,  take  on  water  faster  and  dry  out  faster 
and  are  not  as  prone  to  gully  and  badlands  formation. 
Nearly  all  ot  the  soils  on  the  State  lands  are  more 
conducive  to  native  grazing  than  farming,  however, 
suitable  soils  have  been  cultivated  to  raise  dryland  grain 
and  hay  crops  on  small  portitons  of  some  parcels  where  it 
is  economical  to  do  so.  Lands  that  have  been  cultivated 
are  indicated  in  Table  3-20  where  parcels  are  separated 
into  range  and  cropland  for  appraisal  purposes.  Tract 
identifiers  with  (crop)  following  the  tract  name  indicate 
cultivated  portions  of  the  tract. 
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Table  3-20  Appraised  Value  of  State  Lands  in  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 


Table  3-20  Appraised  Value  of  State  Lands  in  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 

Tract  Identifier 

County 

Acres 

Improvements 

Price/Acre 

Land  Value 

Pryor  Creek  (range) 

YE 

296 

$              4,00000 

$ 

100.00 

$ 

29,600  00 

Piyor  Creek  (crop) 

YE 

104 

$ 

375.00 

$ 

39.000.00 

Broken  Ixg  Creek 

YE 

640 

$ 

110.00 

$ 

70,400.00 

East  Buckeye  Creek 

YE 

640 

$ 

100  00 

$ 

64,000.00 

Stratford  HiU 

YE 

324.35 

$              8,502.00 

$ 

100  00 

$ 

32,435-00 

Magpie  Coulee 

YE 

640 

$              6,400.00 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

76,80000 

Birdhead  Creek 

YE 

640 

$              8,900.00 

$ 

100.00 

$ 

64,000  00 

Woody  Mountaitt 

YE 

642.47 

$              2,80000 

$ 

100.00 

$ 

64,247.00 

West  Fork  Woody  Creek 

YE 

646.62 

$ 

100.00 

$ 

64,662.00 

Cottonwood  Creek 

BH 

320 

$              5,825.00 

$ 

110.00 

$ 

35,200.00 

Cottonwood  Creek 

BH 

480 

$              6.550.00 

$ 

110.00 

$ 

52.800.00 

Litde  Woody  Creek 

BH 

640 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

76.800.00 

Litde  Woody  Creek 

BH 

640 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

76,800.00 

Big  Woody  Creek 

BH 

625.2 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

75,02400 

Big  Woody  Creek 

BH 

624.02 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

74,882.00 

Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

640 

$ 

130,00 

$ 

83,200.00 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek 

BH 

160 

$ 

130.00 

$ 

20,800,00 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek  (range) 

BH 

57.7 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

6.924.00 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek  (crop) 

BH 

102.3 

$ 

375.00 

$ 

38,363.00 

Lower  Beauvais  Creek  (range) 

BH 

124.6 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

14.952.00 

Ijjwer  Beauvais  Creek  (crop) 

BH 

35.4 

$ 

37500 

$ 

13,275-00 

Muddy  Creek 

BH 

640 

$               1,925.00 

$ 

130.00 

$ 

83,200.00 

Hay  Coulee  (range) 

BH 

403.7 

$ 

130.00 

$ 

52,481.00 

Hay  Coulee  (crop) 

BH 

243.5 

s 

375.00 

$ 

91,313.00 

Camp  Four  (range) 

BH 

388,7 

$ 

130.00 

$ 

50,531.00 

Camp  Four  (crop) 

BH 

91.3 

$ 

375.00 

$ 

34,238.00 

Camp  Fotir 

BH 

160 

$ 

120.00 

$ 

19,200.00 

Lower  Soap  Creek 

BH 

160 

$ 

155  00 

$ 

24,800  00 

Cottonwood  Coulee 

BH 

640 

$ 

16000 

$ 

102,400  00 

Mission  Coulee 

BH 

160 

$ 

160  00 

$ 

25,600.00 

N.  Fork  Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

320 

$ 

160.00 

S 

51,200.00 

Rotten  Grass  Divide 

BH 

640 

$ 

135.00 

$ 

86,400.00 

Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

320 

$ 

160.00 

$ 

51,200.00 

Good  Luck  Creek 

BH 

320 

$ 

160.00 

s 

51.200.00 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

400 

$ 

110.00 

$ 

44,000.00 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

320 

s 

11000 

s 

35,200.00 

Dry  Head  Creek 

BH 

480 

$ 

110  00 

S 

52,800.00 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

320 

$ 

150.00 

$ 

48,000,00 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

160 

$ 

140  00 

$ 

22,400.00 

Soap  Creek 

BH 

280 

$ 

140,00 

s 

39,200.00 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

160 

$ 

150.00 

$ 

24,000.00 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

82.43 

$ 

150.00 

$ 

12,365.00 

Dry  Soap  Creek 

BH 

320 

$ 

140,00 

$ 

44,800.00 

Lower  Lodgegrass  Creek 

BH 

40 

$ 

15000 

$ 

6.000.00 

AlLgator  Creek 

BH 

640 

$               8,750.00 

s 

160.00 

$ 

102,400.00 

Halfway  Creek 

BH 

28.88 

$ 

140.00 

$ 

4,043.00 

Uttle  Owl  Creek 

BH 

160 

$ 

140.00 

$ 

22.400.00 

Indian  Creek 

BH 

84.85 

$ 

140.00 

$ 

11,879  00 

Indian  Creek 

BH 

80 

$ 

140.00 

$ 

11,200  00 

Indian  Creek 

BH 

83.45 

$ 

150.00 

$ 

12,518.00 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

320 

$ 

160.00 

$ 

51,200,00 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

160 

$ 

150.00 

$ 

24,000,00 

Crazy  Creek 

BH 

480 

$ 

160.00 

$ 

76,800.00 

Wyola 

BH 

40 

$ 

15000 

$ 

6.000.00 

Bear  Creek 

BH 

120 

$ 

130.00 

$ 

15,600.00 

Dry  Fork  Coulee 

BH 

320 

$ 

160  00 

$ 

51,200.00 

Dry  Ridge 

BH 

315.67 

$ 

150  00 

$ 

47,351.00 

a 
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Table  3-20 

\ppraised  Value  of  State  Lands  in  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 

Tract  Identifier 

County 

Acres 

Improvements 

Price/Acre 

Land  Value 

Dry  Ridge 

BH 

315.89 

$               150.00 

$         47,384.00 

Do-  Ridge 

BH 

316.88 

$               150.00 

$         47,532.00 

Black  Gulch 

BH 

120 

$               150,00 

$          18.000,00 

Sport  Creek 

BH 

200 

$               160  00 

$         32,00000 

Black  Gulch 

BH 

240 

$               160.00 

$         38,400.00 

Black  Gulch 

BH 

600 

$               160.00 

$        96,000.00 

Owl  Creek 

BH 

160 

$               150  00 

$         24,000.00 

Totals/Average 

20,857.91 

$            53,652,00 

S               145  07 

.$    2,866.599.00 

Table  3-2 1    Qeneral  Soils  for  State  Lands  Exchange  Tracts 


Table  3-21  General  Soils  for  State  Lands  Exchange  Tracts 

Parcels/Tracts 

General  Soils  Description 

Uses 

Pryor  Creek,  Broken  Leg 
Creek.  East  Buckeye 
Creek.  Magpie  Coulee, 
Birdhead  Creek,  Woody 
Mountain,  West  Fork 
Woody  Creek,  Cottonwood 
Creek,  Big  Woody  Creek, 
Little  Woody  Creek, 
Beauvais  Creek,  Lower 
Beauvais  Creek. 

Soils  of  the  southeastern  plains  include  Entisols.  Mollisols,  and 
Inceptisols,  with  Mollisols  dominating  the  gently  rolling  hills  and 
Entisols  and  Inceptisols  on  the  steeper  slopes. 

Rangeland  and  Dry 
Land  Farming 

Lower  Soap  Creek, 
Cottonwood  Coulee, 
Mission  Coulee, 
Rottengrass  Divide,  N. 
Fork  Good  Luck  Creek, 
Good  Luck  Creek,  Lower 
lx)dgegrass  Creek, 
Alligator  Creek,  Halfway 
Creek.  Cra2y  Creek,  Little 
Owl  Creek  Wyola.  Indian 
Creek,  Owl  Creek. 

Soils  of  the  clayey-shale  plains  are  primarily  Aridisols  and  Entisols, 
with  Entisols  dominating  the  badlands  and  "breaks"  along  rivers. 

Rangeland  and  Dry- 
Land  Farming 

Stratford  Hill.  Dry  Head 
Creek.  Hay  Coulee,  Camp 
Four,  Dry  Soap  Creek, 
Soap  Creek,  Dry  Fork 
Coulee,  Dry  Ridge,  Sport 
Creek  Black  Gulch 

Soils  of  the  high  foothills  are  mostly  Mollisols,  with  some 
Inceptisols.  On  lower  foothills,  benches,  and  terraces,  the  soils 
include  Mollisols,  Aridisols,  and  Entisols. 

Rangeland  and  Dry 
Land  Farming 
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4.0  CONSEQUENCES 
OF  THE  PROPOSED 
ACTION  AND 
ALTERNATIVES 


The  impact  analysis  of  the  Proposed  Action  (also  called 
the  Exchange  Alternative — see  definition  ot  Proposed 
action  and  alternatives  in  Section  2.0)  starts  from  the 
premise  that  the  proposed  exchange  will  occur  between 
public  agencies  and  that  the  impacts  of  the  exchange 
will  stem  solely  from  differing  management  policies  or 
proposed  changes  in  the  basic  land  use  that  would  occur 
if  the  exchange  were  completed.  It  also  assumes  that 
the  proposed  exchange  process  (exchange  of  deeds, 
filing  of  deeds,  transfer  of  water  rights,  etc.)  will  go 
forward  as  soon  as  a  final  Land  Board  decision  and  the 
BLM  appeals  process  are  completed.  In  the  case  of  any 
proposal  for  changing  the  land  use  of  a  tract,  that  action 
would  be  subject  to  additional  review  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  EA  and  a  separate  or  tiered  EA  would  have  to  be 
completed  before  that  action  could  take  place.  In 
addition,  the  Programmatic  Agreement  on  Cultural 
Resources  would  require  a  cultural  survey  and  evalua- 
tion that  meets  federal  standards  when  a  land  use 
change  is  proposed.  Both  of  these  processes  will  provide 
additional  checks  and  opportunities  for  public  comment 
which  could  modify  any  future  proposed  action.  There- 
fore, this  EA  will  not  attempt  to  describe  impacts  for 
future  actions  which  cannot  be  fully  anticipated  at  this 
time. 

Analysis  of  the  No  Action  alternative  will  look  at  the 
consequences  of  not  exchanging  lands  as  proposed. 
The  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative  will  look  at  various 
options  available  to  the  Land  Board  and  BLM  to 
complete  the  exchange  but  still  try  to  mitigate  some  of 
the  impacts  to  the  various  affected  parties  and/or 
resources. 

As  noted  earlier  in  the  environmental  assessment,  not 
all  of  the  BLM  lands  will  be  required  to  equalize  the 
value  of  the  State  land  in  the  Phase  III  exchange. 
Under  the  Proposed  Action  or  Exchange  Alternative,  it 
is  the  State's  intent  to  exchange  all  of  the  remaining 
school  trust  lands  acquired  as  a  result  of  the  1920  Crow 


Allotment  Act  in  the  Phase  III  exchange.  Table  4-1 
indicates  which  BLM  lands  the  State  will  be  proposing 
to  acquire  to  equal,  as  nearly  as  possible,  the  value  of 
State  lands  offered  in  exchange.  The  exchange  of  BLM 
lands  in  Table  4-1  will  constitute  the  Exchange  Alter- 
native or  Proposed  Action  by  the  State  and  BLM.  BLM 
lands  not  included  in  the  Exchange  Alternative  for 
Phase  111,  but  described  earlier  in  the  Affected  Environ- 
ment Chapter,  will  be  considered  for  the  private 
exchange  program  by  the  BLM  to  meet  the  mandate  of 
the  CBSA  to  provide  the  Crow  Tribe  with  lands 
approximately  equal  in  value  to  the  44,800.74  acres  the 
State  selected  on  the  Crow  Reservation  under  the 
Crow  Allotment  Act  of  1920.  BLM  will  complete  a 
separate  environmental  assessment  for  the  private 
exchange  program,  but  may  tier  to  the  analysis  and 
description  of  surplus  BLM  lands  included  in  this 
environmental  assessment. 

As  shown  in  Table  4-1,  the  value  of  the  BLM  lands  in 
the  proposed  exchange  is  equal  to  $2,875,096.20.  BLM, 
at  the  end  of  the  Phase  1  and  11  exchanges  owes  the 
State  $6,101.00  in  land  value,  resulting  in  a  value  ot 
$2,872,700.00  for  the  State  land.  At  the  end  of  the 
exchange,  the  State  will  owe  BLM  $2,396.80  in  ex- 
change value  for  any  future  exchange  proposals.  This 
$2,396.80  is  about  .08  percent  of  the  value  of  the  federal 
land  and,  as  a  result,  will  be  waived  in  accordance  with 
43  CFR  2201.6(c)  and  (d). 

4. 1    Impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action 

4.1.1    General  Geography, 
Topography  and  Aesthetics 

The  proposed  action  will  have  no  affect  on  the  general 
setting  of  any  of  the  BLM  lands,  with  the  possible 
exception  that  a  future  timber  sale  and  harvest  on  the 
Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract  may  change  the 
viewshed,  by  a  short-term  reduction  in  timber  volume 
and  by  changes  in  the  age  class  distribution  ot  timber. 
Some  portions  of  the  tract  are  visible  from  the 
Flatwillow  Creek  Road.  BLM  already  has  logged  part  of 
the  tract  and  most  of  the  road  network  is  already  in 
place.  The  effects  of  any  proposed  timber  sale  would 
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Tabic  4- 1  BLM  Lands  Proposed  for  Equal  Value  Exchange 


Table  4-1  BLM  Lands  F*roposed  for  Equal  Value  Exchange 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

Price/ Ac  re 

Land  Value 

Hav  Creek 

Pou'der  River 

640 

$145.00 

$92,800.00 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

746.8 

$13500 

$100,818.00 

Butw  Creek 

Powder  River 

634.1 

$145.00 

$91,944.50 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

757.41 

SI  30.00 

$98,463.30 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

320 

$120.00 

$38,400.00 

StreveU  Creek 

Custer 

321  64 

$120  00 

$38,596.80 

South  Stievell  Creek 

Custer 

640 

$120  00 

$76,800  Of) 

N.  Fork  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

156.62 

$130  00 

$20,360  60 

Firxt  Creek 

Custer 

619.8 

$130  00 

$80,57400 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

640 

$120.00 

$76,800.00 

Mizpah 

Custer 

218.97 

$145.00 

$31,750.65 

Stre\ell/ljnev  Divide 

Custer 

640 

$120.00 

$76,800.00 

Souih  l-ane>  Creek 

Custer 

320 

$120.00 

$38,400  00 

Powder  River 

Custer 

160 

$120.00 

$19,200.00 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

360 

SI20.00 

$46,800.00 

N  Fork  Dr^  Creek 

Carter 

680 

$135.00 

$91,200.00 

Dr)  Creek 

Carter 

160 

SI  20.00 

$19,200  00 

Dr>'  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

320 

$120.00 

$38,400,00 

Miles  Cit\  Creek 

Fallon 

1280 

$120.00 

$153,600.00 

Brush  Creek 

Fallou 

1416.96 

$120.00 

$170,035.20 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

1276,88 

$90.00 

$114,919.20 

Hogeland  Ridge 

Blaine 

360 

$90  00 

$32,400  00 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

80 

$85.00 

$6,800  00 

Turner  Colonv  Northwest 

Blaine 

400 

$85.00 

$34,000.00 

Turner  Colonv  West 

Blaine 

600 

$85,00 

$51,000.00 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

388 

$85  00 

$3,298.00 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

960 

$85,00 

$81,600  00 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

107.09 

$85.00 

$9,102.65 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

16011 

$80-00 

$12,808  80 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phillips 

640 

S80  00 

$51,200.00 

West  Fork 

Valley 

640 

S75  00 

$48,000.00 

Roan  wood  Valley 

Valley 

400 

$75.00 

S30.000.00 

Mosquito  Creek 

Valley 

320 

$75.00 

524,000.00 

Kamanski  Hill 

Valley 

320 

$75.00 

$24,000,00 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

157,5 

$85.00 

$13,387,50 

Morgan  Coulee 

Valley 

160 

$75.00 

$12,000  00 

Round  Butte 

VaOev 

320 

$75.00 

$24,000,00 

Glenlana  South 

VaUey 

360 

$75.00 

$27,000-00 

Middle  Fork 

VaUey 

320 

$85.00 

$27,200.00 

Shonkin  Creek 

Choteau 

40 

$300.00 

$12,000.00 

Surenou?h/Potter  Divide 

Fereus 

520 

$525.00 

$579,37500 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

240 

$125.00 

$30,000.00 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

$125.00 

$40,000,00 

Bloomfleld  Butte 

Fergus 

320 

$120.00 

$38,400,00 

Whiskey  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

40 

$120.00 

$4,800,00 

Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

80 

$100  00 

$8,000  00 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

788.62 

$100  00 

$78,862-00 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

160 

$100.00 

$16,000,00 

White  Horse  Butte 

Fergus 

40 

$100  00 

$4,000  00 

Two  Calf  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

$100.00 

532,000  00 

N  Fork  Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

40 

$100.00 

54,000  00 

Totals 

21361.3 

$117.39 

$2,875,096.20 
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have  to  be  addressed  in  a  separate  environmental 
assessment. 

No  impacts  are  anticipated  to  the  geography,  topogra- 
phy or  aesthetics  of  the  State  lands  on  the  Crow 
Reservation  as  a  result  of  this  exchange. 

4.1.2  Climate 

No  climate-related  impacts  will  result  from  the  pro- 
posed exchange. 

4.1.3  Groundwater,  Geology  and 
Mineral  Potential 

On  the  BLM  lands,  no  impacts  are  anticipated  to 
groundwater,  geology,  or  to  present  or  future  mineral 
potential  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  exchange.  Because 
BLM  will  retain  sub-surface  ownership,  it  is  possible 
that  unanticipated  future  mineral  development  might 
preclude  surface  uses  by  the  State.  Should  oil  and  gas 
development  be  proposed  upon  these  lands,  the  State 
would  be  given  notice  pursuant  to  the  Surface  Owner 
Damage  and  Disruption  Compensation  Act,  §  82-10- 
501,  et.  seq.,  MCA.  Should  hard-rock  mineral  develop- 
ment be  proposed  upon  these  lands  by  any  means  other 
than  hand  tools,  the  State  will  be  given  notice  pursuant 
to  the  Landowner  Notification  Act,  §82-2-301,  et.  seq., 
MCA. 

No  impacts  would  be  associated  with  the  exchange  to 
the  State  lands,  as  long  as  livestock  grazing  continues  as 
the  primary  use  of  the  lands.  Prior  to  the  1920  Crow 
Allotment  Act,  the  State  lands  were  originally  Tribal 
trust  lands  and  subsurface  ownership  was  retained  by 
the  Department  of  Interior,  in  trust  for  the  Crow  Tribe, 
when  the  State  was  granted  lands  on  the  Crow  Reserva- 
tion. If  mineral  development  should  occur  in  the 
future,  there  could  be  impacts  to  the  surface  uses  and  to 
groundwater  (for  example,  with  oil  and  gas  drilling,  or 
open  pit  coal  mining).  None  of  these  potential  uses  can 
be  anticipated  at  this  time  and  future  environmental 
assessments  would  he  required  if  such  development  were 
to  be  proposed. 


4.1.4   Surface  Water  Rights 

With  one  exception,  water  rights  on  BLM  lands  are  for 
stock  water,  waterfowl,  or  wildlife  use  from  wells,  stock 
water  ponds  or  direct  use  from  streams.  The  Powder 
River  parcel  in  Custer  County  also  has  an  irrigation 
right  with  it  from  Sheep  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the 
Powder  River.  These  BLM  rights  and  uses  are  appurte- 
nant to  the  land  and  would  transfer  to  the  State  and 
continue  tor  the  purposes  designated.  Rights  filed  in 
the  name  of  lessees  of  BLM  lands  could  continue  to  be 
used  by  the  lessee,  but  apparently  would  not  become  a 
State  water  right.  The  value  of  the  BLM  water  rights 
are  incorporated  into  the  appraised  value  of  the  BLM 
lands  and  are  part  of  the  basis  for  the  land  value  used  in 
determining  which  lands  are  exchanged.  Because  the 
State  will  accept  current  BLM  lessees  as  the  lessees  of 
record,  lessees  will  continue  to  have  the  enjoyment  of 
any  established  water  rights  under  State  management, 
just  as  they  had  under  BLM  management. 

For  stock  water  rights  on  State  lands,  where  the  place  of 
use  and  point  of  diversion  are  the  same  place  (for 
example,  a  stock  water  pond  on  State  land  on  the  Crow 
Reservation)  the  water  right  associated  with  that  use  is 
appurtenant  to  the  land.  This  means  that  the  water 
rights  developed  on  State  lands  in  this  exchange  will 
transfer  with  the  parcels  to  the  United  States  to  be  held 
in  trust  for  the  Crow  Tribe.  In  most  cases,  the  develop- 
ment needed  to  provide  water  to  fulfill  the  right  was 
done  by  the  lessee  of  the  State  parcel.  The  water  right 
becomes  an  improvement  on  the  property  for  use  and 
enjoyment  by  the  lessee,  but  does  not  become  the 
lessee's  water  right  (See  Department  of  State  Lands  v. 
Pettibone.  216  Mont.  361,  1985).  The  improvement 
(stock  water  dam)  may  be  compensable  by  the  party 
that  ultimately  reaps  the  future  benefit  of  that  improve- 
ment, which  in  the  case  of  this  exchange,  would  be  the 
Crow  Tribe.  State  law  provides:  "If  any  State  land  is 
exchanged  on  which  there  are  improvements  belonging 
to  a  lessee  and  some  person  other  than  the  lessee  is  the 
transferee,  that  person  shall  settle  with  the  lessee  for  all 
improvements  on  the  land  belonging  to  the  lessee 
before  the  exchange  is  completed."  "   Appraisals  of  the 
State  lands  have  separately  appraised  improvements 
such  as  stock  ponds  from  the  basis  for  exchange  value, 
because  it  cannot  be  ensured  that  current  lessees  will 
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continue  ro  have  full  use  ani.1  benefit  of  these  improve- 
ments.  The  value  ot  the  improvements  will  become  the 
basis  toT  negotiations  to  compensate  the  current  lessee 
for  any  improxements  that  are  appurtenant  to  the  land. 

Current  State  lessees  may  be  affected  by  the  loss  of  the 
State  lease,  because  the  water  on  the  State  parcel  may 
provide  stock  water  for  a  much  larger  area  than  just  the 
State  lease.  If  the  lessee  loses  access  to  the  water,  then 
his  or  her  livestock  operation  may  be  impacted  beyond 
the  loss  of  the  lease  and  the  water  improvements  on  it. 
They  may  be  forced  to  haul  water,  develop  new  water 
sources  (if  that  is  possible),  or  may  have  to  abandon  the 
use  of  adjacent  lands  because  of  lack  of  stock  water. 

On  the  other  hand,  State  tracts  that  depend  on  off-site 
water  developments  may  impact  future  Tribal  lessees  in 
the  same  way  if  there  is  no  access  to  the  water  devel- 
oped off  of  the  State  parcel  following  the  exchange. 


4.1.5   Vegetation 


The  primary  impact  that  could  be  anticipated  following 
the  exchange  is  related  to  future  timber  harvest  on  the 
BLM  land  known  as  the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract. 
It  this  tract  becomes  State  land  through  exchange,  the 
State  will,  at  some  time,  implement  timber  manage- 
ment actions  designed  to  produce  revenue  to  the  school 
trust,  reduce  fuels  and  the  risk  of  wildfire,  and  maintain 
sustainable  habitat  tor  wildlife.   It  is  not  anticipated 
that  the  State  will  acquire  the  Ash  Creek  Divide  tract, 
nor  that  it  would  be  able  to  economically  harvest  the 
timber  on  that  tract  if  it  were  acquired. 

Timber  management  on  State  land  is  guided  by  the 
State  Forest  Land  Management  Plan  with  its  associated 
Resource  Management  Standards  and  Guidelines.  State 
land  ownership  patterns  that  are  not  in  large,  contigu- 
ous blocks,  such  as  typified  by  the  Surenough/Potter 
Divide  tract,  are  managed  to  restore  a  semblance  of 
historical  conditions.  In  general,  a  determination  ot  the 
stand  age  class  distribution  and  site  conditions  leads  to 
the  development  of  a  silvicultural  prescription.  Silvi- 
cultural  prescriptions  (treatments)  ensure  potential 
commercial  timber  production  over  time  tor  predicted 
re-entr>'  harvests  and  provide  for  a  residual  forest 
structure  of  old  age  trees  (leave  trees).  In  this  case,  an 
initial  entry  is  postulated  in  about  five  years,  with  re- 
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entry  every  25  years,  with  each  entry  harvesting  about 
25  percent  ot  the  standing  commercial  timber.  Timber 
volumes  tor  each  entry  are  based  on  a  two  percent 
annual  growth  rate.  The  leave  tree  selection  is  based 
on  the  form  and  health  of  the  tree.  Typically,  the  best 
formed  and  healthiest  trees  display  the  best  genetic 
characteristics  and  are  selected  as  leave  trees  to  provide 
a  seed  source  for  regeneration.  In  certain  cases,  leave 
trees  are  selected  because  of  known  wildlife  use  (such  as 
raptor  nests  and  turkey  roosts) 

Roads  developed  for  commercial  timber  harvest  on 
State  land  are  normally  removed  from  service  through 
reclamation  at  the  completion  of  the  sale.  The  soil 
disturbances,  left  unreclaimed,  could  create  an  area 
where  noxious  weeds  and  weedy  vegetation  spread. 
Reclamation  generally  involves  mechanical  ripping  of 
the  road  surface  followed  by  application  of  native  seed. 
Erosion  control  measures  are  implemented  to  ensure  the 
road  surface  maintains  erosion  control  qualities.  Since 
the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract  already  has  an 
extensive  logging  road  network  that  is  seeded  to  grass, 
relatively  little  additional  road  development  and 
reclamation  should  be  necessary.  This  tract  comes  with 
an  administrative  easement  as  part  of  the  exchange,  but 
does  not  have  public  access.  Thus  none  of  the  roads 
associated  with  the  tract  would  be  designated  routes  for 
vehicular  public  access. 

Each  proposed  future  timber  sale  on  State  land  is 
subject  to  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(MEPA)  which  mandates  recognition  and  mitigation  of 
environmental  impacts  and  allows  for  public  input. 
Any  specific  timber  sale  on  acquired  BLM  lands  would 
be  subject  to  MEPA  compliance  at  the  time  the  sale  is 
proposed. 

At  this  time,  there  are  no  planned  changes  in  the  uses 
of  the  other  BLM  lands,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  the 
current  BLM  lessees  will  continue  to  use  the  lands  in 
the  same  way  after  they  become  State  lessees.    How- 
ever, it  is  noted  that  .some  of  the  BLM  tracts  have  been 
entirely  or  partially  cultivated  in  the  past,  then  usually 
reseeded  to  crested  wheatgrass.  Many  of  these  parcels 
are  surrounded  by  cultivated  agriculture  and  under  State 
management,  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  lessee  will 
petition  to  convert  these  lands  to  cropland.   It  this 
occurs  and  is  approved,  then  some  lands  would  change 
from  reseeded  grassland  to  cropland.  BLM  lands  with 
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some  potential  tor  conversion  to  cropland  are  listed  in 
Table  4-2.  A  few  BLM  lands  that  were  topographically 
suited  and  had  suitable  soils  for  cultivation,  but  which 
were  not  adjacent  to  other  cultivated  lands  were  not 
considered  potential  future  candidates  for  cultivation. 
Generally,  the  State  does  not  approve  cultivation  of 
previously  unbroken  lands. 

The  State  and  BLM  calculate  carrying  capacity  by 
different  methods,  and  there  may  be  some  slight  differ- 
ences in  the  number  of  AUM's  allowed  under  State 
management.  Depending  on  the  range  condition,  this 
could  mean  either  increases  or  decreases  in  stocking 
levels.  Generally,  unless  the  stocking  rate  appears  to  be 
abnormally  high  or  low,  the  State  will  accept  the  BLM 
stocking  rate  for  the  initial  State  lease  term.  Despite 
differing  carrying  capacity  calculation  methods,  neither 
the  State  nor  the  BLM  condone  or  permit  overgrazing 
on  their  lands. 

There  are  no  planned  changes  in  the  use  of  the  State 
lands  for  grazing  and  those  lands  presently  cultivated 
following  the  proposed  exchange.  The  only  potential 
impacts  to  vegetation  to  the  State  lands  resulting  from 
the  exchange  would  result  from  different  grazing 
policies  or  enforcement  of  policies  that  allowed  changes 
in  the  current  stocking  levels  of  livestock.  This  could 
result  in  either  more  or  less  grazing  than  presently 


occurs.  More  grazing  could  result  in  overgrazing,  which 
would  lead  to  increased  erosion,  and  might  alter  species 
composition  on  the  State  lands,  including  introduction 
and  spread  of  weeds.  Less  grazing,  over  time,  might  also 
result  in  a  species  composition  shift  towards  native 
species  in  proportions  closer  to  what  existed  before 
livestock  grazing  was  introduced. 

The  primary  impacts  to  the  existing  lessees  are  the 
increase  of  AUM  prices  and  the  loss  of  attachment  of 
AUM's  to  a  fixed  base.  Under  the  existing  formula,  the 
standard  minimum  value  for  an  AUM  on  BLM  lands  in 
2000  is  $1.35.  The  State  minimum  fee  tor  these  lands  is 
set  at  $4.17/AUM  in  2000.  Lessees  would  also  be  given 
a  10-year  lease  at  the  time  of  conveyance,  which  would 
supplant  the  lease  which  is  "fixed"  to  base  property 
(lessee's  private  land  holdings)  under  BLM  regulations. 
At  the  end  of  the  ten-year  term,  the  lessee  would  have 
the  opportunity  to  match  any  competitive  bid  offered 
on  the  parcel.  If  no  competitive  bid  is  made,  the  land 
will  be  offered  to  the  present  lessee  at  the  State  mini- 
mum rate  for  that  lease  term. 

Grazing  policies  and  enforcement  practices  are  suffi- 
ciently vague  when  comparing  the  State  to  Tribal  trust 
leases,  that  any  prediction  of  future  impacts  would  be 
purely  hypothetical.  It  is  assumed  that  both  the  State 
and  the  Tribe  have  vested  interests  in  the  long-term 
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Table  4-2  BLM  Tracts  with  Potential  Future  Cultivation  in  CBSA  Phase  III 

Tract  Identity 

County 

Acres 

Previously 
Cultivated 

Suitable  for 
Cultivation 

Adjacent  lands 
Cultivated 

Mizpah 

Custer 

218.97 

Portions 

Portions 

Yes 

South  Laney  Creek 

Custer 

320 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Powder  River 

Custer 

160 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

360 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

1280 

Portions 

Portions 

Yes 

Brush  Creek 

Fallon 

141696 

Portions 

Portions 

Yes 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

80 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blaine 

400 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

600 

No 

Portions 

Yes 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

960 

No 

Portions 

Yes 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

107.09 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Roanwood  Valley 

Valley 

400 

No 

Portions 

Yes 

Mosquito  Creek 

VaUey 

320 

No 

Portions 

Yes 

Morgan  Coulee 

VaUey 

160 

No 

Porticos 

Yes 

Rose  /  Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

240 

No 

Portions 

Yes 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

No 

Portions 

Yes 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

320 

No 

Portions 

Yes 
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paxiuctivin  ot  these  lands.  TTierefore,  stocking  levels 
will  probably  remain  similar  to  those  levels  presently  on 
the  State  leases  following  the  exchange  and  impacts,  if 
any,  will  be  negligible. 

4.1.5.2  Rare  Plants 

Lack  of  a  rare  plant  survey  makes  it  impossible  to  know 
whether  there  would  be  impacts  to  rare  plants  on  the 
BLM  or  the  State  parcels  as  a  result  of  the  exchange. 
However,  given  that  land  use  is  not  expected  to  change, 
no  new  impacts  are  expected  to  result  from  the  ex- 
change. Any  land  use  change  in\ol%ing  conversion  of 
the  native  vegetation  would  be  subject  to  additional 
MEPA/NEP.^  review  and  compliance. 

4.1.5.3  Noxious  Weeds 

Certain  noxious  weeds  have  a  tendency  to  spread  along 
travel  corridors,  especially  vehicle  trails.  There  is  a 
potential  for  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  on  any  BLM 
tract  with  public  access  and  roads  that  permit  vehicular 
access.  There  is  also  the  possibility-  of  additional  road 
development  on  the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract  in 
the  event  of  a  timber  sale.  If  that  occurs,  additional 
road  construction  and  noxious  weed  control  would  be 
addressed  in  a  specific  timber  sale  envirormiental 
assessment  and  through  the  timber  sale  contract. 

One  BLM  tract  (Miles  City  Creek)  had  widespread  bull 
thistle  infestations.  Under  BLM  management,  BLM 
normally  conducts  weed  control.  Under  State  manage- 
ment, noxious  weed  control  is  a  lessee  requirement, 
although,  in  some  cases,  the  State  can  assist  with 
funding  to  implement  a  weed  control  plan. 

No  noxious  weeds  were  obser^-ed  on  the  State  parcels. 
However,  to  the  extent  that  new  roads,  wheel  tracks,  or 
other  vehicular  access  routes  are  required  to  implement 
the  exchange  (such  as  alternate  access  routes  because  of 
loss  of  access  on  a  State  parcel),  these  routes  could 
become  potential  invasion  routes  for  noxious  weeds  that 
tend  to  spread  along  travel  routes  (spotted  knapweed, 
Canadian  thistle,  etc.). 


4.1.6  Wildlife  Habitat  and 
Fisheries 


To  the  extent  grazing  lands  acquired  from  BLM  will 
continue  to  be  grazing  lands,  land  uses  will  not  change. 
Thus,  wildlife  habitat  provided  on  these  lands  under 
BLM  management  will  continue  to  provide  wildlife 
benefits  under  State  management.  During  the  scoping 
meetings,  some  concerns  were  raised  over  the  prospect 
of  lands  being  converted  from  native  range  to  cropland 
following  the  exchange  with  the  State.  Such  conver- 
sions, if  they  txcur,  could  ha\e  detrimental  effects  on 
wildlife  dependent  on  native  range.     It  is  possible  that 
a  new  lessee  could  make  an  application  to  convert 
native  range  to  cropland.  DNRC  has  a  specific  policy 
on  breaking  ground  and  e\'aluates  each  request  against 
the  criteria  in  the  policy  before  granting  or  denying  the 
request.  The  policy  requires  consultations  with  appro- 
priate agencies,  including  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  and 
compliance  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act  and  Montana  Antiquities  Act  before  a  request  can 
be  approved.  The  State  contemplates  no  conversions  of 
rangeland  to  a  different  land  use  at  this  time.  The  State 
policy  is  attached  as  Appendix  E. 

The  lands  listed  in  Table  4-2,  either  in  part  or  in  total, 
have  suitable  topography  and  soils  for  cultivated  dry- 
land crops.  Generally,  under  the  policy  on  ground 
breaking,  lands  in  native  rangeland  are  not  allowed  to 
be  broken,  but  lands  that  have  previously  been  broken 
and  reseeded,  may  meet  the  criteria  and  have  some 
likelihood  of  being  converted  to  cropland.  Many  ot  the 
lands  that  have  been  previously  broken  have  been 
reseeded  to  crested  wheatgrass,  which  provides  some 
cover  but  is  generally  not  considered  high  quality 
wildlife  habitat.  The  State  has  a  mandate  to  manage 
school  trust  lands  to  provide  the  maximum  benefit  to 
the  common  schools  of  Montana.  Cropland  returns  as 
much  as  three  to  six  times  as  much  revenue  per/acre/ 
year  more  than  grazing  land.  TTius,  over  time,  most  of 
the  previously  broken  lands  will  likely  be  converted  to 
cropland,  if  the  State  receives  conversion  applications 
from  the  lessees.  While  dr\'  cropland  offers  some 
wildlife  benefits,  the  wildlife  benefits  of  leaving  the 
land  as  rangeland  will  be  lost  if  these  conversions  occur. 
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Wildlife  habitat  would  continue  to  be  good  to  excellent 
on  the  State  parcels  on  the  Crow  Reservation,  but 
because  of  hunting  policies,  ease  of  access,  and  lack  of 
escape  cover,  the  parcels  would  continue  to  be  under 
used  by  species  heavily  hunted  by  tribal  members.  All 
parcels  on  the  reservation  that  are  not  already  con- 
verted to  cropland  are  expected  to  continue  as  native 
rangeland  under  the  Tribal  leasing  program. 

TTie  State  has  no  immediate  plan  for  a  timber  sale  on 
the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract,  the  only  acquired 
BLM  land  with  commercial  timber,  but  does  have  a 
mandate  to  return  the  highest  value  to  the  school  trust 
through  responsible  resource  management.  This  man- 
date eventually  would  cause  the  State  to  attempt  to  sell 
timber  on  the  tract.  Such  an  action  would  be  addressed 
in  a  separate  environmental  assessment.  There  could 
be  both  negative  and  positive  impacts  to  wildlife  and 
wildlife  habitat,  resulting  from  timber  harvest  on  this 
tract.  Even  though  this  EA  cannot  address  specific 
impacts  of  a  future  timber  sale,  the  following  discussion 
addresses  some  ot  the  general  impacts  that  might  result 
from  timber  harvest. 

Timber  harvest  on  this  tract  could  have  short-term 
adverse  impacts  to  many  species  of  wildlife  and  particu- 
larly could  harm  big  game  security  habitat.  In  the 
worst  case,  removal  of  conifer  canopy  could  inhibit 
mule  deer,  white-tailed  deer,  and  elk  winter  use  and 
increase  vulnerability  during  hunting  season.  While 
the  tract  does  not  have  public  access,  it  is  assumed  that 
landowners  controlling  access  could  hunt  on  the  parcel 
or  allow  hunting  access  to  the  parcel.  The  impacts  and 
their  severity  would  depend  on  the  amount  of  timber 
harvested,  the  method  of  harvest,  the  timing  of  the 
harvest,  the  amount  of  new  roads,  if  any,  and  whether 
they  are  subsequently  closed  or  remain  open,  and  many 
other  factors  that  cannot  be  known  and  will  not  be 
addressed  unless  the  exchange  actually  occurs  and  a 
timber  sale  is  proposed.  Another  impact  related  to 
timber  harvest  is  that  it  could  reduce  the  number  of 
large  trees  used  by  roosting  turkeys  and  nesting  raptors. 

Deferring  or  even  stopping  the  harvest  of  timber  would 
not  guarantee  that  wildlife  impacts  might  not  occur. 
Any  forested  land  in  the  dry,  hot  summer  environment 
of  Montana  has  a  substantial  risk  of  loss  to  fire  in  any 


year.  Although  detrimental  wildlife  effects  are  associ- 
ated with  timber  harvest,  it  can  also  benefit  wildlife 
habitat  by  compartmentalizing  and  reducing  fuels, 
thereby  reducing  the  risk  of  large  tires.  Timber  harvest 
may  provide  more  grass,  forb  and  shrub  forage  and  may 
increase  the  grazing  capacity  of  the  parcel  for  a  period  of 
time  until  new  timber  growth  again  shades  the  under- 
story  and  restricts  herbaceous  growth. 

Powder  River  is  the  only  perennial  stream  with  a  fishery 
that  abuts  or  crosses  BLM  lands  being  acquired  in  this 
exchange.  The  Powder  River  forms  the  eastern  bound- 
ary of  the  Mizpah  tract  and  the  tract  includes  one  small 
island  and  a  side  channel  of  the  river.  No  changes  are 
anticipated  on  any  of  the  BLM  lands  that  would  have 
adverse  effects  on  any  fishery,  stream,  river,  stock  water 
pond,  or  wetland.  Several  perennial  streams  on  State 
land,  noted  in  Table  3-16,  are  likely  to  have  small  trout 
fisheries.  However,  nothing  in  the  exchange  will  have 
any  effect  on  any  fishery,  stream,  river,  stock  water 
pond,  or  wetland  of  any  State  tract. 


4.1.6.1    Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

There  are  no  known  threatened  or  endangered  species 
living  on  or  dependent  on  either  the  BLM  or  the  State 
parcels.  Given  that  no  immediate  land  use  changes  are 
anticipated  by  the  exchange,  no  impacts  are  anticipated 
to  any  threatened  or  endangered  species  as  a  result  of 
the  exchange. 

Prairie  dogs  and  burrowing  owls  that  sometimes  use 
prairie  dog  holes  are  BLM  Special  Status  Species  and 
are  Montana  Species  of  Special  Interest.  State  grazing 
leases  contain  standard  language  regarding  the  control 
of  pests,  which  include  prairie  dogs. 

4.L7   Recreation 

Recreational  opportunities  on  the  BLM  lands  would 
remain  essentially  the  same  as  under  BLM  management. 
The  main  difference  would  be  that  a  State  Lands 
Recreational  Use  Permit  would  be  required  for  recre- 
ational pursuits  that  were  open  to  the  public  at  no 
additional  cost  under  BLM  management.'"'   The  cost  of 


Recreation  on  BLM  land  is  not  "free",  since  the  use  and  management  of  that  use  is  funded  by  federal  tax  dollars  that  every  taxpayer  pays, 
whether  they  seek  recreation  on  a  particular  parcel,  or  not.   Because  state  lands  have  a  specific  mandate  to  return  revenue  to  the 
common  schools,  recreation  on  state  land  is  considered  a  benefit  that  is  compensable  through  a  fee  to  those  that  actually  use  state  land 
for  recreation;  while  those  who  do  not,  pay  no  fee. 
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a  permit  is  $  1 0/ycar/pcrson  for  all  individuals  between 
18  and  59  years  of  age.  Perstnis  between  12  and  17  or 
o\er  60  can  get  a  permit  for  $5.  Children  under  1 2  do 
m)t  need  a  permit  and  a  family  permit  (up  to  6  members 
of  the  same  household)  costs  $10.  Other  impacts  to 
recreationists  would  be  the  limitation  of  ORV  travel  to 
roads  petitioned  to  be  opened  or  those  upon  which  the 
RLM  would  retain  a  road  easement.  At  present,  State 
lands  can  be  included  in  Block  Management  programs, 
whereas  BLM  lands  cannot  be  entered  into  the  program 
without  first  publishing  a  Notice  of  Closure  in  the 
Federal  Register.  Such  a  notice  would  first  require  an 
environmental  analysis  to  assess  the  impacts  of  such  a 
proposal. 

Some  of  the  affected  BLM  lands  are  designated  as 
possessing  "limited  access"  tor  public  recreational 
purposes.  Limited  access  is  generally  defined  as  being 
limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails,  with  a  one-time 
exception  for  retrieval  ot  game  animals.  On  State 
lands,  travel  is  allowed  only  on  routes  opened  through 
a  petition  for  travel  through  the  area  office.  However, 
in  this  case,  BLM  intends  to  secure  easements  tor  any 
roads  or  trails  they  require  open  for  public  access  as  a 
condition  of  the  exchange.  These  easements  will  be 
recorded  on  the  deed  at  the  time  of  transfer  to  the 
State.  The  retention  of  these  easements  would  ensure 
these  routes  remain  open  and  mitigate  any  impacts 
regarding  access  to  adjacent  BLM  lands  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  exchange.  Generally,  BLM  will  not  reserve  an 
easement  for  public  access  unless  public  access  has 
already  been  demonstrated  to  exist  up  to  the  BLM 
boundary.  For  example,  BLM  will  not  secure  an  ease- 
ment for  vehicular  access  across  BLM  lands,  if  permis- 
sion to  cross  private  land  is  required  to  drive  to  the 
BLM  parcel. 

The  degree  of  off  road  vehicle  (ORV)  use  on  BLM 
lands  specifically  included  in  this  exchange  is  not 
known,  but  is  not  considered  to  be  extensive  or  exces- 
sive. State  lessees,  like  BLM  lessees,  are  allowed  any 
legitimate  ORV  use  (mending  fence,  spraying  weeds, 
etc.)  and  are  not  restricted  like  recreationists  to  desig- 
nated routes  and  existing  roads.  Use  of  restricted  roads 
by  handicapped  individuals  is  allowed  on  State  lands  for 
persons  possessing  a  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks  handicap  sticker  (permit  to  hunt  from  a  vehicle). 
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Concerns  have  been  expressed  that  recreational  access 
might  be  restricted  after  the  exchange  by  a  lessee  on 
State  lands  who  petitions  DNRC  for  a  closure.  Closures 
are  normally  only  granted  for  a  specific  limited  period  of 
time  for  cause  (e.g.  extreme  fire  danger,  risk  to  human 
health  or  safety). 

State  lands  are  open  to  camping,  just  as  BLM  lands  are. 
However,  camping  on  State  land  is  limited  to  two  days, 
and  only  within  200  feet  of  a  legal,  customary  access 
point,  while  it  is  open  for  14  days  on  BLM  land.  It  does 
not  appear  that  this  restriction  will  be  of  great  conse- 
quence, since  there  are  no  developed  camp  sites  on  the 
BLM  lands  and  their  use  for  camping  appears  to  be 
minimal  to  non-existent.  The  camping  restriction  does 
not  limit  the  continued  use  of  State  lands  for  other 
recreational  purposes. 

On  the  Crow  Reser\'ation,  only  the  Stratford  Hill,  Dry 
Head  Creek  (Sections  9  and  10),  Rotten  Grass  Divide, 
Hay  Coulee,  Dry  Soap  Creek  (Section  29),  and  Dry 
Fork  Coulee  parcels  are  legally  accessible  to  the  public 
for  recreational  use.  Since  non-Indians  are  not  allowed 
to  hunt  big  game  on  the  reservation,  these  parcels 
receive  very  little  recreational  use  and  that  probably 
would  not  change  as  a  result  of  the  exchange.  The 
State  has  the  right  to  require  non-Indian  recreationists 
to  hold  a  recreational  use  license  when  pursuing  recre- 
ational activities  on  State  school  trust  lands,  even 
though  they  are  within  the  bounds  of  a  reservation. 
That  requirement  probably  extends  to  tribal  members 
also,  but  the  issue  becomes  clouded  and  practically 
unenforceable  when  tribal  treaty  rights  to  hunt  and  fish 
on  the  reservation  are  taken  into  account.  As  a  practi- 
cal matter,  because  it  sometimes  is  difficult  to  ascertain 
if  someone  is  a  tribal  member,  it  is  difficult  to  enforce 
the  recreational  use  permit  on  the  reservation.  Ex- 
changing these  lands  may  result  in  fewer  persons  in  this 
area  purchasing  State  land  recreational  use  licenses,  but 
that  impact  is  negligible  in  terms  of  the  total  number  of 
licenses  sold  in  the  State. 

Acquisition  ot  BLM  lands  with  better  access  and  more 
opportunity  to  hunt,  fish,  hike,  camp,  birdwatch,  etc., 
by  the  general  public  might  increase  the  sales  of  recre- 
ational licenses  and  enhance  the  overall  opportunity  for 
the  State  to  provide  recreation  to  the  general  public. 
Enforcement  would  be  slightly  easier  because  the  BLM 
lands  generally  will  be  within  or  near  larger  blocks  of 
State  land  that  are  already  being  checked  and  because 
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there  will  be  no  jurisdictional  and  enforcement  ambigu- 
ities similar  to  those  occurring  on  the  Crow  Reserva- 
tion. 

4.1.8  Cultural  Resources 

There  will  be  no  impact  to  cultural  resources  as  a  result 
of  the  exchange.  The  State  would  have  the  same 
obligation  as  the  BLM  had  to  survey,  record,  and 
protect,  if  necessary,  any  cultural  resources  threatened 
by  a  proposed  land  use  change  (timber  sale,  conversion 
to  cropland,  or  other  change).  The  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  will  have  the  same  responsibility  for  lands  that 
ultimately  become  part  of  the  Tribal  trust  lands. 

4.1.9  Access 

There  are  vehicle  trails  or  tracks  on  many  of  the  BLM 
lands  involved  in  the  exchange.  However,  only  four 
tracts  (South  Laney  Creek,  Brush  Creek,  Murphy 
Coulee,  and  Turner  Colony  West  tracts)  have  such 
vehicle  tracks  originating  directly  from  a  public  road 
without  intervening  State  or  private  lands.  All  third 
party  easements  will  he  preserved  and  transferred  as  part 
of  the  patent  or  deed.  Since  none  ot  these  vehicle  trails 
is  necessary  to  secure  public  access  to  adjacent  BLM 
lands,  BLM  does  not  intend  to  reserve  specific  public 
access  along  the  vehicle  tracks  on  these  four  parcels. 
The  lessee  is  already  granted  access  by  the  State  and  the 
State  has  a  procedure  for  petitioning  to  open  designated 
roads  where  public  vehicular  access  is  desired  or  re- 
quired. Thus,  there  is  probably  no  need  to  secure  public 
vehicular  access  easements  on  any  BLM  tracts. 

Only  six  State  parcels  are  accessible  by  county  roads  on 
the  Crow  Reservation.  These  include  Stratford  Hill, 
Dry  Head  Creek  (Sections  9  and  10),  Rotten  Grass 
Divide,  Hay  Coulee,  Dry  Soap  Creek  (Section  29),  and 
Dry  Fork  Coulee.  Access  to  all  of  the  other  State 
parcels  requires  crossing  private,  Tribal  trust  lands  or 
individual  Tribal  allotments.  As  these  State  lands 
become  Tribal  trust  lands  through  exchange,  these  six 
parcels  will  not  be  accessible  to  the  public,  except  along 
the  county  road  easement.  Access  will  generally  be 
restricted  for  non-Indians,  except  to  the  extent  that  the 
lessees  or  the  public  may  now  acquire  access  to  these  six 
parcels  and  other  State  parcels  with  permission,  by 
easement,  or  by  other  established  use  rights. 


Other  State  lands  have  more  primitive  access  routes 
(wheel  tracks,  bladed  access  roads,  etc.)  that  cross  the 
parcels  and  tracts  and  provide  access  to  other  areas  of 
the  lessee's  ranch  operations  or  to  adjacent  owners  or 
lessees.  There  is  some  potential  that  access  previously 
enjoyed  by  a  lessee  on  a  State  lease  may  be  lost  as  a 
result  of  the  exchange.  If  easements  cannot  be  negoti- 
ated with  the  Crow  tribe  and  this  access  is  critical  and 
must  be  maintained  by  some  other  means,  there  is  the 
possibility  of  additional  primitive  road  development  on 
adjacent  lands  to  provide  this  access. 

4.1.10    Socioeconomics 

4.1.10.1  Grazing 

The  impact  of  the  exchange  would  be  to  convert  BLM 
grazing  leases  to  DNRC  grazing  leases  on  the  former 
BLM  tracts.  Since  the  State  will  recognize  any  existing 
BLM  lessee  as  the  current  lessee,  entitled  to  a  prefer- 
ence right  under  State  grazing  rules,  there  will  not  be 
any  displacement  ot  BLM  lessees  as  a  result  of  the 
exchange  at  least  until  such  a  time  as  the  initial  lease 
expires.  When  that  occurs,  and  the  tract  comes  up  for 
competitive  hid,  the  lessee  would  have  to  match  any 
other  bids  in  order  to  maintain  his  preference  and 
authorization  to  use  the  State  land.  The  State  does 
have  a  higher  AUM  rate  than  the  BLM  (currently 
$4.17/AUM  for  the  State  compared  to  the  current 
$1.35/AUM  for  the  BLM)  and  this  means  that  the  cost 
of  the  lease  will  be  higher  under  State  ownership.  Table 
4-3  provides  an  overview  of  potential  revenues  from  the 
BLM  lands  under  State  ownership  from  grazing  and 
other  sources.  Because  this  exchange  represents  the 
conclusion  of  the  exchange  involving  State  lands.  Table 
4-4  shows  the  cumulative  potential  revenue  from  the 
acquired  BLM  lands  in  Phases  I,  II,  and  III  ot  the  CBSA 
exchange. 

The  revenue  from  grazing  on  the  BLM  parcels  is  based 
on  applying  the  DNRC  minimum  grazing  rate  to  the 
AUM  stocking  rate  used  by  the  BLM  in  its  current  lease 
arrangements.   Because  DNRC  and  BLM  use  different 
criteria  for  determining  carrying  capacity,  the  number  of 
AUM's  could  change  slightly  after  the  exchange. 
Thus,  the  monetary  value  of  the  grazing  should  only  be 
considered  an  estimate.  Grazing  could  potentially 
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increase  for  some  period  following  timber  har\'est  on 
the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract,  hut  for  purposes  of 
this  environmental  assessment,  it  is  assumed  that 
stockmg  levels  would  remain  at  pre-har\est  levels  to 
avoid  damaging  regeneration  growth  following  har\'est. 

Under  our  present  lease  agreements,  the  State  should 
receive  $37,445.81  in  2000  for  the  grazing  leases  on 
State  lands  involved  in  this  exchange  (Table  3-19).  In 
reality,  the  State  will  receive  less  than  that  amount, 
because  some  lessees  have  not  paid,  anticipating  the 
lease  will  be  lost  after  the  exchange.  The  State  will 
receive  approximately  $28,056.00  from  the  BLM  lands 
in  Phase  III,  resulting  in  a  net  loss  for  this  Phase  of 
about  $9,400.00.  However,  when  all  three  phases  of  the 
exchange  are  taken  into  account  (see  Table  4-4),  the 
State  will  generate  about  $939.00  more  per  year,  if  none 
of  the  BLM  lands  are  eventually  subject  to  competitive 
bidding  and  none  of  the  suitable  lands  are  converted  to 
cropland.  If  and  when  competitive  bidding  and  conver- 
sion to  cropland  occurs  on  suitable  lands,  then  the 
revenue  generated  will  be  substantially  greater  than  the 
present  revenue  from  the  State  lands  on  the  Crow 
Reser\ation.  In  any  case,  the  Land  Board  policy 
requiring  equal  or  greater  revenue  will  have  been  met  in 
this  exchange. 

The  revenues  from  grazing  and  other  annually  collected 
lease  payments  on  common  school  trust  lands  are  by 
statute  distributable  in  the  year  earned  to  the  school 
equalization  account.    The  minimum  lease  rate  is 
established  by  a  formula  influenced  by  the  price  of 
cattle  in  the  State.  Further,  depending  on  when  the 
lease  was  begun,  there  are  rwo  different  minimum  rates. 
Twelve  of  the  59  State  parcels  lease  at  the  minimum 
rate  for  leases  issued  before  July  I,  1993  ($3.73/AUM). 
Twent>'-nine  parcels  lease  at  the  minimum  for  leases 
issued  after  1993  ($4.17/AUM).  These  minimum  rates 
are  about  three  times  higher  than  the  BLM  lease  rate, 
but  are  only  1/3  (or  less)  of  the  rate  charged  by  the 
Tribe.  The  remaining  18  tracts  have  rates  established 
by  competitive  bid,  ranging  from  $8.01  to  $26.94/ALJM, 
which  are  more  comparable  to  both  pri\'ate  and  tribal 
lease  rates  on  the  reservation.  The  Tribe  charges  by  the 
acre  instead  of  by  AUM  (animal  unit  months)  and 
those  charges  range  from  a  minimum  of  $2.00  up  to 
$5.00  per  acre  for  grazing.  The  lands  typically  require 
about  4  acres  per  AUM,  so  the  Tribal  rate  may  be  as 
high  as  $8.00  to  $20.(X)  an  AUM.  Since  many  private 


grazing  lands  also  lease  within  this  price  range,  the 
market  rate  on  the  reservation  appears  to  be  consider- 
ably higher  than  the  State  rate.  Exchanging  these  lands 
will  eventually  convert  the  State  lands  to  Tribal  trust 
lands  and  this  will  have  two  impacts  on  existing  lessees. 
It  will  eliminate  the  existing  preference  right  granted  to 
the  State  lessee  and  it  will  increase  the  lease  rate. 

Leases  on  Tribal  trust  lands  are  granted  only  to  Tribal 
members,  unless  no  interest  is  expressed  by  any  mem- 
bers. If  that  occurs,  then  non-Indians  may  compete  for 
the  lease.  Leases  generally  run  for  5  years  and  no 
preference  right  is  given  the  current  lessee.  The 
preference  right  granted  to  current  State  lessees  allows 
them  to  meet  a  higher  competitive  bid  at  the  end  of 
their  lease  term  and  thus  retain  the  lease  interest  on  a 
continuing  basis.  This  allows  the  lessee  to  plan  his 
operations,  including  the  State  lease,  with  a  reasonable 
expectation  of  stability-  o\'er  time  and  allows  the  lessee 
to  borrow  money  to  operate  or  make  improvements 
based  on  the  holding  of  the  State  lease.  The  exchange 
may  exclude  the  present  lessee  if  a  Tribal  member 
acquires  the  lease.  If  the  current  lessee  retains  the  lease, 
it  will  be  without  a  preference  right,  and  thus  will  not 
allow  long  range  planning  based  on  the  expectation  of 
continuing  the  lease. 

Lease  rates  for  tribal  trust  lands  are  different  for  tribal 
members  than  for  non-Indians.  Often,  since  non- 
Indians  are  excluded  from  the  initial  bidding,  the  lease 
goes  to  a  tribal  member  at  a  rate  not  much  different 
from  the  State  rate.  In  many  cases,  that  tribal  lessee 
will  sub-lease  the  parcel  to  a  non-Indian  at  a  rate  that 
approaches  the  market  rate  as  a  profitable  business 
venture.  Thus,  the  current  State  lessee  may  have  an 
opportunity  to  lease  the  parcel  if  there  are  no  tribal 
bidders  or  through  a  sub-lease  arrangement,  but  at  a  cost 
two  to  five  times  higher  than  the  State  lease  rate.  The 
degree  to  which  this  cost  differential  may  impact 
current  lessees  depends  on  the  extent  to  which  the 
State  leases  are  important  to  the  total  grazing  operation. 
Where  the  operation  is  small  and  the  State  lease  is  a 
significant  percentage,  the  financial  impact  may  be 
proportionally  greater  than  when  the  State  lease(s) 
represent  a  small  percentage  of  the  total  grazing  opera- 
tion. 
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Tabic  4-3  Potential  State  Revenues  from  BLM  Lands  in  the  Proposed  CBSA  Phase  III  Exchange 


Table  4-3  Potential  State  Revenues  from  BLM  Lands  in  the  Proposed  CBSA  Phase  III 

Exchange 

Tract  Identifier 

County 

Acres 

AUM's 

Grazing 
Value 

Timber 
Value 

Total  Value 

$/XcrefYr 

Hay  Creek 

Powder  River 

640 

145 

$         604.65 

$      604.65 

$     0.94 

Poker  Jim  Gulch 

Powder  River 

746.8 

164 

$         683.88 

$      683.88 

$     0.92 

Butte  Creek 

Powder  River 

634.1 

157 

$          65469 

$      654.69 

$     1.03 

Kimball  Creek 

Custer 

757.41 

166 

$          692.22 

$      692.22 

$     091 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Custer 

320 

69 

$         287.73 

$      287.73 

$     090 

Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

321.64 

62 

$          258.54 

$      258.54 

$     0.80 

South  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

640 

69 

$          287.73 

$      287.73 

$     0.45 

N.  Fork  Strevell  Creek 

Custer 

156  62 

30 

$          125.10 

$      125.10 

$     0.80 

First  Creek 

Custer 

619.8 

82 

$          341.94 

$      341.94 

$     0.55 

Second  Creek 

Custer 

640 

116 

$         483.72 

$      483.72 

$     0.76 

Mizpah 

Custer 

218.97 

75 

$         312.75 

$      312.75 

$     1.43 

Strevell/Laney  Divide 

Custer 

640 

213 

$          888.21 

$      888.21 

$     1.39 

South  Laney  Creek 

Custer 

320 

107 

$         446  19 

$      446.19 

$     1.39 

Powder  River 

Custer 

160 

64 

$         266.88 

$      266.88 

$     1.67 

Pocochichee  /Adams  Divide 

Carter 

360 

120 

$          500.40 

$      500.40 

$     1.39 

N.  Fork  Dry  Creek 

Carter 

680 

194 

$          808.98 

$      808.98 

$     1.19 

Dr>'  Creek 

Carter 

160 

46 

$          191.82 

$      191.82 

$     1.20 

Dry  Creek  Ridge 

Carter 

320 

50 

$         208.50 

$      208.50 

$     0.65 

Miles  City  Creek 

Fallon 

1280 

322 

$        1.342.74 

$  1,342.74 

$     1.05 

Brush  Creek 

FaUon 

1416.96 

306 

$        1.276.02 

$  1,276.02 

$     0.90 

Murphy  Coulee 

Blaine 

1276.88 

300 

$        1,251.00 

$  1,251.00 

$     0.98 

Hogcland  Ridge 

Blaine 

360 

75 

$          312.75 

$      312.75 

$     0.87 

Turner  South 

Blaine 

80 

19 

$           79.23 

$        79.23 

$    099 

Turner  Colony  Northwest 

Blaine 

400 

97 

$          404.49 

$      404.49 

$     1.01 

Turner  Colony  West 

Blaine 

600 

180 

$          750.60 

$     750.60 

S     1.25 

North  Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

38.8 

8 

$            33.36 

$       33.36 

$    0-86 

Murray  Coulee 

Blaine 

960 

261 

$        1,088.37 

$  1,088  37 

$     1.13 

Turner  North 

Blaine 

107.09 

32 

$          133.44 

$      133.44 

$     1-25 

Upper  Camp  Creek 

Blaine 

160  11 

36 

$          150.12 

S      150.12 

$    0.94 

Lower  Camp  Creek 

Phiiaps 

640 

110 

S          458.70 

$      458.70 

$    0.72 

Roanwood  Valley 

Phillips 

400 

68 

$         283.56 

$      283.56 

$     0.71 

Mosquito  Creek 

VaUey 

320 

54 

$         225.18 

$      225.18 

$     0.70 

Kamanski  Hill 

Valley 

320 

51 

$         212.67 

$      212.67 

$     0.66 

West  Fork  Poplar  River 

Valley 

157.5 

30 

$          125.10 

$      125.10 

$     0.79 

Morgan  Coulee 

Valley 

160 

30 

$          125.10 

$      125,10 

$     0.78 

Round  Butte 

VaUey 

320 

48 

$          200.16 

$      200.16 

S     0.63 

Glentana  South 

Valley 

360 

61 

$         254.37 

$      254.37 

$     0.71 

Middle  Fork 

Valley 

320 

58 

$         241.86 

$      241.86 

$     0.76 

|west  Fork 

Valley 

640 

150 

$          625.50 

$      625.50 

$     0.98 

Shonkin  Creek 

Chouteau 

40 

8 

S            3336 

$        33.36 

$     0.83 
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Table  4-3  Potential  State  Revenues  from  BLM  Lands  in  the  Proposed  CBSA  Phase  III 

Exchange 

Tract  Identifier 

County 

Acres 

ALMS 

Grazing 
Value 

Timber 
Value 

Total  Value 

$/Acre/Yr 

Surenough/Poner  Divide 

Fergus 

520 

50 

S          208.50 

S      7,540.00 

$  7.748  50 

$    1490 

Rose  Creek 

Fergus 

320 

104 

$         433.68 

S     43368 

S     1.36 

Rose/Dog  Creek  Divide 

Fergus 

240 

69 

S         287.73 

S      287  73 

S     1.20 

Bloomfield  Butte 

Fergus 

320 

92 

S          383.64 

S      383.64 

S     1.20 

WTuske>  Ridge  West 

Fergus 

40 

4 

$           16.68 

S        16.68 

$     0.42 

Taff)  Creek 

Fergxis 

80 

15 

$           62.55 

$        62.55 

$     078 

Flax  Coulee 

Fergus 

788.62 

228 

$         950.76 

S      950.76 

S     1.21 

Taffy  Ridge 

Fergus 

200 

36 

$          15012 

$      150  12 

S     0.75 

Two  Calf  Creek 

ftrgus 

320 

72 

S          300.24 

$      300.24 

S     0.94 

White  Horse  Bune 

Fergus 

40 

10 

S           4170 

S        41.70 

S     104 

N.  Fori  Taffy  Creek 

Fergus 

40 

7 

S            29  19 

S        29.19 

S     073 

Total/Average 

21.601  3 

4,920 

S      20.51640 

S      7,540-00 

$28,056.40 

S     1.22 

Table  4-4  Comparison  of  Revenue  Potential  for  Phase  I  -III  of  CBSA  Exchange 


Table  4-4  Comparison  of  Revenue  Potential  for  Phase  I  -III  of  CBSA  Exchange 

Exchange  Phase 

Actual  State  Revenue 

Potential  Revenue 
from  BLM  Lands 

Difference 

Phase  I 

S                            5,203.98 

S                       10.512.42 

S                5.308.44 

Phase  II 

S                            8,676.59 

S                       13.707,10 

S                5,030.51 

Phase  III 

S                           37.455.81 

S                      28.056.00 

S              (9,399,81) 

Total 

S                          51,336,38 

5                      52,275.52 

$                   939.14 

Although  the  financial  impact  may  be  an  imposition  to 
the  current  lessee,  it  is  apparent  that  State  lease  rates  on 
the  reserxation  are  generally  below  the  rate  for  private 
grazing.  Thus,  the  impact  can  also  be  \'iewed  as  a 
removal  of  a  benefit  which  is  not  available  to  those 
without  State  leases,  and  a  transfer  of  that  benefit 
(because  of  the  Tribe's  differential  between  Indian  and 
non-Indian  lease  rates)  to  a  successful  Indian  bidder. 
From  the  viewpoint  of  the  successful  bidder  and  the 
Crow  Tribe  this  would  be  seen  as  a  beneficial  impact  of 
the  exchange. 

Finally,  an  impact  associated  with  the  loss  of  preference 
and  potential  loss  of  grazing  privileges  is  the  question  of 
dealing  with  this  change  in  an  area  of  "open  range."  A 
change  of  lessee  has  impacts  beyond  the  loss  of  grazing 
or  the  increased  price  of  grazing  because  it  raises  the 
question  of  the  cost  and  burden  of  fencing  and  the 
economic  consequences  of  not  fencing.  Most  current 
lessees  have  developed  a  vested  interest  not  only  in  the 
State  lease  but  in  the  lands  surrounding  the  State 
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parcel.  They  try  to  have  exclusive  use  of  the  range  for  a 
period  of  time  so  as  to  avoid  intermixing  cattle  from 
other  herds.  This  is  partly  because  of  the  extra  work 
involved  in  separating  herds,  but  more  importantly,  it 
allows  serious  ranchers  to  maintain  a  breeding  program 
that  allows  herd  improvement  over  time  and  produces 
calves  that  can  bring  a  better  price.  Loss  ot  preference 
on  a  small  parcel  of  land  in  a  pasture  otherwise  con- 
trolled by  a  single  grazing  operation  can  have  serious 
impact  on  the  ability'  to  exclusively  use  a  pasture.  The 
impact  is  even  more  serious  if  the  lessee  has  developed 
water  on  the  State  parcel  for  use  in  the  larger  pasture. 
Fencing  is  generally  seen  as  a  poor  solution  because  of 
the  limited  distribution  of  water  and  the  inability-  to 
enforce  gate  closures.  It  is  important  to  note  that  most 
State  lessees  also  have  additional  leases  or  subleases 
from  the  Crow  Tribe  or  individual  tribal  members. 
Thus,  State  lessees  have  had  to  deal  with  and  accom- 
modate these  impacts  under  presently  existing  condi- 
tions. 
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Tribal  Resolution  75-22  places  the  duty,  burden,  and 
cost  of  fencing  on  the  non-Indian,  if  a  fence  is  required 
to  separate  exclusive  grazing  use.'^   The  same  resolution 
then  grants  co-ownership  of  the  fence  to  both  the 
Indian  and  the  non-Indian.  In  some  cases,  this  greatly 
compounds  the  impact  to  the  current  lessees,  who  not 
only  lose  the  use  of  the  State  parcel,  but  must  bear  the 
entire  cost  of  a  fence  in  which  they  have  only  partial 
ownership,  making  it  difficult  to  prosecute  damage 
claims  over  cut  wires,  gates  left  open,  etc. 

4.1.10.2  Timber 

Revenue  from  timber  sales  on  common  school  lands, 
since  1992,  has  gone  directly  into  the  school  equaliza- 
tion account  and  is  generally  spent  in  the  year  it  is 
earned  (See  Figure  3-1).    Table  4-3  shows  what  the 
projected  annual  value  of  the  timber  could  be  from  the 
Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract,  the  only  BLM  parcel 
being  exchanged  that  has  commercial  timber.  This 
annual  value  of  $7,540.00  is  essentially  the  amount  of 
money  that  would  have  to  be  invested  annually  to  equal 
the  net  present  value  of  the  timber.    Although  this  is 
not  an  annual  income  that  can  be  compared  directly  to 
the  income  from  grazing,  the  timber  annual  value 
provides  an  average  value  resulting  from  infrequent,  but 
relatively  large,  timber  revenues  with  intervening  years 
of  no  income  from  timber. 

The  final  column  in  Table  4-3  and  in  Table  3-17, 
presented  earlier,  shows  the  relative  value  of  the  lands 
in  terms  of  the  amount  of  revenue  produced  per  acre, 
per  year.  The  State  lands  on  the  reservation  produce 
revenue  at  an  average  of  $1.82/acre/year,  while  the 
BLM  lands  that  would  be  acquired  average  $1.22/acre/ 
year.  This  imbalance  in  revenue  producing  capability  is 
compensated  by  the  acquisition  of  more  valuable, 
timbered  lands  in  Phases  1  and  11  of  the  exchange. 

There  is  no  merchantable  timber  on  the  State  lands  on 
the  Crow  Reservation,  so  no  revenue  would  be  gener- 
ated by  timber  sales  from  these  lands  either  before  or 
after  an  exchange. 


4.1.11    Hydrologic  and  Soil 
Resources 

Some  soil  disturbance  and  hydrologic  impact  will  be 
associated  with  any  roads  built  to  improve  access, 
harvest  timber  or  convert  previously  broken  lands  to 
cropland.  No  new  roads  are  anticipated  to  improve 
access  at  this  time  and  most  roads  necessary  for  timber 
harvest  are  already  in  place  on  the  Surenough/Potter 
Divide  tract.  Timber  harvest  will  create  changes  in  the 
hydrologic  regime  by  generally  increasing  the  amount  of 
precipitation  that  reaches  the  ground  surface  and  the 
rate  of  spring  snow  melt  and  decreasing  the  evapotrans- 
piration  within  the  harvested  area.  These  changes 
occur  rapidly  following  harvest,  but  are  dynamically 
changing  as  regrowth  occurs  and  are  difficult  to  predict. 
These  impacts  may  or  may  not  be  significant  and  would 
have  to  be  addressed  in  a  separate  environmental 
assessment  if  timber  harvest  were  to  subsequently  occur. 

Soils  could  become  prone  to  excessive  erosion  if  over- 
grazing were  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the  exchange. 
However,  the  State  does  not  routinely  allow  overgrazing 
and  degradation  of  the  grazing  or  soil  resource.  On 
State  lands  on  the  Crow  Reservation,  there  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  significant  difference  in  grazing 
practices  or  stocking  levels  between  present  State  and 
tribal  leases  and  overgrazing  leading  to  soil  erosion  is 
not  anticipated.  This  is  also  true  when  comparing  BLM 
lands  with  adjacent  State  parcels,  even  though  each 
agency  uses  a  different  methodology  to  arrive  at  stock- 
ing levels. 

4.2  Impact  of  No  Action 

The  No  Action  alternative  assumes  that  the  proposed 
exchange  of  lands  is  not  approved  and  does  not  take 
place.  It  basically  maintains  the  status  quo  with  regard 
to  land  ownership,  management  policy,  and  revenues. 
It  does  have  some  consequences  because  the  BLM  will 
remain  under  statutory  obligation  to  provide  private 
land  exchanges  to  make  up  for  State  land  exchanges 
that  do  not  occur.  The  BLM  still  would  be  required  to 
complete  an  environmental  assessment  for  impacts 
associated  with  private  exchanges.  The  biggest  impact 


Tribal  Resolution  75-22  has  not  been  tested  in  court  involving  the  Crow  Tribe's   attempt  to  enforce  this  ordinance.  A  recent  Bureau  ot 
Indian  Affairs  attempt  to  enforce  the  resolution  was  overturned  on  appeal  by  the  Indian  Board  of  Appeals. 
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(if  no  action  is  that  lands  now  in  BLM  ownership  would 
he  converted  ti>  private  ownership.   It  the  lands  RLM 
selects  to  exchange  had  public  access,  this  could  result 
in  a  decrease  of  accessible  public  lands  in  Montana.  At 
the  same  time,  this  action  may  not  affect  the  public's 
ability  to  reach  public  land,  if  land  selected  by  BLM 
currently  has  no  access.  The  BLM  private  exchange 
program  would  place  additional  private  lands  on  the  tax 
rolls  in  counties  where  these  exchanges  occur  and 
private  individuals  would  enjoy  the  benefits  of  private 
ownership,  although  private  ownership  may  be  more 
costly  tor  uses,  such  as  grazing  and  weed  treatment,  than 
a  BLM  lease. 

4.2.1  General  Geography, 
Topography  and  Aesthetics 

No  impacts  are  anticipated  to  the  geography,  topogra- 
phy or  aesthetics  of  the  BLM  or  State  lands  under  the 
No  Action  alternative.  BLM  has  previously  initiated 
timber  sales  on  the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract  and 
could  do  so  again  in  the  future.  The  tract  does  not  have 
high  visibility'  from  any  public  road  or  residences,  so 
visual  impacts  associated  with  timber  sales  or  any  new 
roads  should  be  minimal. 

4.2.2  CHmate 

Climate  would  neither  affect  nor  he  affected  by  the  No 
Action  alternative. 

4.2.3  Groundwater,  Geology  and 
Mineral  Potential 

The  No  Action  alternative  would  have  no  effect  on 
groundwater  or  geology.  BLM  would  maintain  both 
surface  and  sub-surface  estates  for  the  lands  it  holds. 
The  State  would  continue  to  hold  only  the  surface 
estate  for  the  Crow  Reservation  State  lands. 
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4.2.4   Surface  Water  Rights 

There  would  be  no  effect  on  the  BLM  lands.  Current 
State  lessees  that  enjoy  water  devek)pments  on  the 
State  parcels  would  continue  to  have  the  use  of  those 
water  developments  for  stock  water  use. 

4.2.3   Vegetation 

It  the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract  remains  under  the 
current  BLM  management,  BLM  will  continue  to 
implement  timber  management  to  reduce  hazardous 
fuels  and  the  risk  of  wildfire  while  maintaining  the 
abundance  of  wildlife  habitat.  Lands  that  have  poten- 
tial for  cultivation  (previously  broken,  with  suitable 
soils  and  topography)  will  remain  unchanged  under 
BLM  management.  However,  when  BLM  initiates 
private  exchanges,  there  is  the  potential  for  native 
rangeland  to  be  converted  to  cropland  under  private 
ownership. 

4.2.5.1  Rare  Plants 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  rare  plants  under  the  No 
Action  alternative,  unless  the  BLM  private  exchange 
program  involves  lands  with  rare  plants. 

4.2.5.2  Noxious  Weeds 

No  Action  would  result  in  the  BLM  and  State  continu- 
ing to  be  responsible  for  weed  identification  and  control 
on  the  lands  each  agency  presently  administers.  The 
State  assigns  responsibility  for  control  of  noxious  weeds 
to  the  lessee,  through  the  lease  contract. 

4.2.6  Wildlife  Habitat  and 
Fisheries 

Wildlife  habitat  generally  would  be  unaffected  and 
unchanged  from  present  conditions  by  the  No  Action 
alternative.  However,  some  wildlife  habitat  now  on 
public  lands  would  come  under  private  ownership. 
Stewardship  methods  and  results  may  change  as  a  result 
of  land  ownership  transfers.  For  example,  native  range 
or  homesteaded  lands  that  have  reverted  to  native 
range  under  BLM  ownership  may  be  converted  to 
cropland  under  private  ownership,  with  resultant 
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impacts  to  species  dependent  on  native  range.  These 
actions  would  be  evaluated  by  BLM  personnel  in  a 
private  exchange  program  environmental  assessment. 

4.2. 6. 1    Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

There  would  be  no  impact  to  any  Threatened  or 
Endangered  species  under  the  No  Action  alternative, 
unless  subsequent  private  exchanges  by  BLM  involve 
lands  that  are  inhabited  by  such  critical  species. 

4.2.7  Recreation 

BLM  lands  would  continue  to  have  recreational  use 
similar  to  that  which  currently  exists,  except  to  the 
extent  that  such  lands  are  involved  in  private  ex- 
changes, which  might  limit  or  remove  the  opportunity 
for  public  recreation.  State  lands  would  continue  to  be 
under  used  because  of  a  general  lack  of  access  and 
restrictions  prohibiting  big  game  hunting  by  non- 
Indians  on  the  Crow  Reservation. 

4.2.8  Cultural  Resources 

The  Crow  Tribe  anticipates  that  there  are  a  great 
number  of  sites  on  State  lands  within  the  reservation 
that  have  cultural,  social,  and  religious  significance  to 
the  Crow  Tribe.  Ownership  of  these  lands  by  the  Crow 
Tribe,  will  eventually  allow  the  Tribe  to  discover  and 
enjoy  the  benefits  of  these  resources.  State  ownership 
would  deny  or  delay  these  benefits.  Under  the  No 
Action  alternative,  both  BLM  and  the  State  would 
continue  to  have  responsibility  over  protection  of 
cultural  resources  on  their  lands.  BLM  would  have  to 
perform  cultural  clearances  for  lands  involved  in  the 
private  exchange  program. 

4.2.9  Access 

Access  generally  would  not  change  under  the  No 
Action  alternative.  BLM  parcels  would  continue  to  be 
administered  under  BLM's  access  policy,  except  that  any 
lands  in  the  private  exchange  program  that  are  pres- 
ently accessible  to  the  public  would  have  future  access 
determined  by  the  private  landowner  that  acquires  the 
BLM  lands.  With  few  exceptions.  State  lands  on  the 
Crow  reservation  would  continue  to  be  legally  inacces- 
sible to  the  general  public. 


4.2.10  Socioeconomics 

4.2.10.1  Timber  and  Grazing  Revenue 

Grazing  revenues  for  the  State  and  BLM  will  continue 
from  existing  lessees.  Existing  State  grazing  lessees  will 
continue  to  have  preference  and  will  continue  to  use 
water  developments  on  the  State  parcels.  BLM  will 
probably  continue  to  manage  its  timbered  tracts,  but 
perhaps  less  intensively  for  timber  revenue,  than  it  the 
tracts  were  in  State  ownership. 

The  Crow  Tribe  would  not  acquire  the  State  parcels 
and  tribal  members  would  not  have  the  opportunity  to 
compete  for  State  leases  until  current  lease  terms  expire. 
Even  then,  the  preference  right  holder  would  have  the 
opportunity  to  meet  the  high  bid  and  retain  the  grazing 
lease.  Only  tribal  members  who  currently  hold  State 
leases  would  benefit. 

BLM  would  have  to  actively  work  with  the  Crow  Tribe 
and  private  landowners  both  on  and  off  the  reservation 
to  find  private  landowners  willing  to  participate  in  an 
assembled  private  exchange  to  meet  the  mandate  of  the 
Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act.  The  Act  requires 
BLM  to  provide  land  to  the  Crow  Tribe  equivalent  in 
value  to  the  originally  selected  State  land  on  the 
reservation  (approximately  44,800  acres).  Since 
exchanges  for  part  of  this  land  has  already  occurred  in 
Phase  I  and  II  of  the  exchange,  no  action  would  mean 
that  BLM  would  have  to  provide  the  Crow  Tribe  with 
the  value  of  approximately  32,369  acres  through  the 
private  exchange  program. 

Because  there  are  intrinsic  values  to  private  land 
ownership  that  are  not  quantifiable,  it  is  not  practical  to 
try  to  determine  if  the  fair  market  value  paid  by  a 
private  party  to  acquire  BLM  lands  is  more  cost  effec- 
tive than  simply  continuing  with  a  BLM  lease,  which  is 
invariably  less  expensive.  However,  if  the  land  were 
subleased  for  grazing  after  being  acquired  by  a  private 
individual,  the  owner  could  potentially  collect  lease  fees 
as  high  as  ten  times  the  BLM  grazing  lease  rate. 

4.2.10.2  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 

Under  the  No  Action  alternative,  the  State  would 
continue  to  receive  PILT  as  it  has  in  the  past. 


a 


^-rv/v  .5vM'i-w^A^/Y  }e>'ti;le^ppt-e^i^'t  fKcv 


4.2.11    Hydrologic  and  Soil 
Resources 

There  is  no  foreseeable  change  in  the  HyJrolo<:jic  and 
Soil  resources  under  the  No  Action  alternative,  except 
tor  lands,  yet  unidentified,  that  might  he  in\'olved  in 
private  exchanges  which  might  subsequently  be  broken 
for  cropland.  This  could  have  the  potential  to  increase 
wind  and  water  erosion  and  increase  stream  sedimenta- 
tion, should  it  occur.  Such  impacts  would  be  evaluated 
by  BLM  in  a  separate  private  exchange  program  envi- 
ronmental assessment. 

43  Impact  of  the  Mitigated 
Exchange  Alternative 

This  alternative  is  referred  to  in  the  text  as  the  Miti- 
gated Exchange  alternative  and  it  evaluates  various 
actions  that  might  be  taken  by  the  Land  Board  to 
mitigate  or  reduce  specific  impacts  on  ranching  opera- 
tions for  current  State  lessees.  Key  words  that  are 
highlighted  in  bold  text  in  this  paragraph  will  be  used 
to  differentiate  these  mitigation  options.  These  include 
the  possible  consideration  of  delayed  implementation 
until  the  end  of  the  current  lease  term  to  allow  more 
time  for  a  lessee  to  adjust  operations;  granting  access 
easements  to  lessees  before  the  exchange  to  ensure 
future  access  to  other  lands;  making  exchanges  contin- 
gent on  an  equitable  cost  sharing  between  parties  if  the 
exchange  requires  fencing  (tribal  resolution  requires  the 
non-Indian  to  fence  to  keep  livestock  from  trespass  on  a 
tribal  lease).  Another  mitigated  exchange  that  could  be 
suggested  and  evaluated,  but  not  enforced  without 
Crow  tribal  concurrence,  would  be  the  granting  of 
continued  lessee  preference  for  a  transitional  period  of 
time.  Tlie  lessee  would  have  to  pay  more  tor  the  grazing 
lease,  but  would  have  some  additional  time  to  resolve 
problems  that  loss  of  the  lease  would  cause.  Finally, 
private  exchanges'^  could  be  considered  simultaneously 
with  an  exchange  between  the  BLM  and  the  State.   In 
cases  where  loss  of  a  particular  State  lease  could  irrepa- 
rably harm  a  ranching  operation,  the  State  could 
consider  exchanging  fee  (privately  owned)  lands  of 


equal  value  tor  State  lands.  Simultaneously,  the  lands 
acquired  by  the  State  would  be  offered  for  exchange 
with  the  BLM  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  Crow 
Boundary  Settlement  Act.  Concurrence  by  the  Crow 
Tribe  and  the  BLM  would  be  necessary,  since  any 
private  land  exchanged  in  lieu  of  State  land  with  BLM 
would  become  tribal  trust  lanil. 

At  this  time  one  three-way  private  exchange  is  being 
proposed  by  a  State  lessee  and  the  Crow  Tribe.  In  the 
three-way  exchange,  two  parcels  of  State  land  (Pryor 
Creek  and  Broken  Leg  Creek)  would  be  retained  by  the 
State  lessee  as  private  or  fee  lands.  The  lessee  will 
provide  the  value  of  these  State  lands  in  a  trust  account 
that  will  be  disbursed  upon  closing  to  partially  purchase 
private  lands  that  are  for  sale  south  of  Hardin,  which 
have  been  selected  by  the  Crow  Tribe.  The  private 
parcel  selected  by  the  tribe  is  located  below  the  Big 
Horn  Canal,  is  cultivated  and  irrigated,  and  has  a  sale 
value  ot  $  1 56,500.00.  An  appraisal  of  the  property  is 
pending.  Figure  4-1  shows  the  location  of  the  Big  Horn 
Canal  parcel.  The  Crow  Tribe  will  pay  the  residual  cost 
to  acquire  the  parcel  and  the  lessee  and  Tribe  will  split 
the  closing  costs  and  realty  tees  to  acquire  the  private 
parcel.  The  State  will  still  acquire  selected  BLM  lands 
c^i  of  the  Crow  Reservaticin  equal  in  value  to  the  State 
parcels  being  exchanged. 

Another  option  the  Crow  Tribe  may  use  to  implement 
the  three-way  private  exchange  would  involve  the 
disbursement  of  the  state  lessee's  trust  account  funds  to 
reimburse  the  Crow  Tribe  for  fee  lands  the  Tribe  has 
already  acquired.  Tlie  tribe  acquired  the  Veenhuis 
Ranch  in  anticipation  of  the  Phase  IV  exchange 
involving  the  BLM  private  exchange  program  to  replace 
State  lands  no  longer  owned  by  the  State  on  the 
reservation.  The  Veenhuis  Ranch  value  exceeds  the 
value  of  lands  involved  in  Phase  IV  by  more  than 
$300,000.  Disbursement  of  the  lessee  trust  account  to 
the  Tribe  would  reduce  the  loan  and  loan  costs  of  the 
Tribe  resulting  from  the  Veenhuis  Ranch  purchase.  In 
effect,  the  Tribe  would  be  paid  back  the  value  of  fee 
lands  already  purchased.  The  Veenhuis  Ranch  includes 
approximately  11,726  acres  of  land  in  Big  Horn  and 
Yellowstone  counties  and  is  depicted  in  Figure  4-2. 


In  this  context,  private  exchanges  are  voluntary  three-way  exchanges  between  the  Crow  Tribe,  the  state  and  private  individuals.    This 
miticiUiiin  option  is  not  part  of  the  private  exchange  program  between  BLM  iind  private  individuals  mandated  bv  the  CBS.'\. 
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Figure  4-1  Bighorn  Canal  Tract 


Big  Horn  Canal  Tract 


76.2  acres  in  Sec.  34 
T.  2  S.  R.  33  E.  and 
51.5  acres  in  Sec.  3 
T.  3  S.  R.  33  E,  all 
irrigated  cropland 
below  the  Big  Horn 
Canal. 
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Figure  4'2  Vceiihuis  Ra»ich 


LEGEND 


R27E 


R  .; 


Veenhuis  Ranch 


T^ 


T5S 


■LM 
USPS 

NK 

^M 

CORPS 

^1 

NWR 

BRZJt 

LU 

INDIAN  LANDS 

<>■ 

STATE 

1 

PHASE  III  EXCHANG 

E  LAND 

S 

■■^^^ 


.^''*'i. 

H'^ 

«Hf 


BILLINGS  FIELD  OFFICE 

Phase  III  Exchange 
Figure  4-2 


Fn^Wt  5  ^yaCM^^-at 


^ 


There  is  no  need  to  evaluate  similar  mitigation  options 
for  the  BLM  lands  because  loss  of  lessee  preference  and 
potential  loss  of  access  would  not  occur  upon  comple- 
tion of  the  exchange  and  cost  sharing  for  fencing  is  the 
normal  procedure,  rather  than  the  exception  off  the 
Reservation. 

If  delayed  implementation  is  used  as  a  mitigation  on  the 
State  lands,  it  also  would  delay  implementation  on  the 
BLM  lands,  even  though  lessees  have  already  been 
given  a  required  two-year  notification  for  cancellation 
of  their  BLM  leases. 

4.3.1  General  Geography, 
Topography  and  Aesthetics 

The  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative  would  have  the 
same  effect  as  the  proposed  action,  which  is  basically  no 
effect  except  for  potential  viewshed  and  vegetation 
changes  if  timber  harvesting,  additional  roading  or 
conversion  to  cropland  occur  after  the  exchange. 
Delayed  implementation  would  delay  the  onset  of  this 
impact. 

4.3.2  CUmate 

The  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative  would  have  no 
effect  on  climate. 

4.3.3  Groundwater,  Geology  and 
Mineral  Potential 

Impacts  would  be  the  same  under  the  Mitigated  Ex- 
change alternative  as  would  occur  under  the  Proposed 
Action.  Under  the  private  three-way  exchange  option, 
the  State  lands  being  considered  (Pryor  Creek  and 
Broken  Leg  Creek  parcels)  have  the  Eagle  Formation 
underlying  much  of  the  tracts  and  small  springs  emanat- 
ing from  the  base  of  this  exposed  aquifer.  The  Big  Horn 
Canal  tract  the  Tribe  would  acquire  in  the  three-way 
exchange  is  situated  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Bighorn 
River  floodplain  and  may  be  underlain  by  an  alluvial 
gravel  aquifer.  However,  the  heavy,  clayey  surface  soils 
suggest  this  area  may  not  have  as  much  groundwater  as 
other  areas  closer  to  the  Bighorn  River.  Also,  the 
underlying  geology  is  a  dense,  clayey  marine  shale  that 
is  not  considered  an  aquifer.  Because  the  parcel  is 


contiguous  to  and  irrigated  trom  the  Big  Horn  Canal, 
groundwater  availability  may  not  be  an  issue.  The  lands 
of  the  Veenhuis  Ranch  are  underlain  by  the  Mowry  and 
Thermopolis  Shales,  which  are  not  considered  aquifers. 

4.3.4   Surface  Water  Rights 

Delayed  implementation  or  continued  lessee  preference 
would  allow  more  time  for  lessees  to  develop  alternative 
water  supplies  (new  stock  water  ponds,  wells  and 
distribution  tanks,  hauled  water  dispensing  tanks,  etc.) 
where  they  may  be  losing  access  and  rights  to  use  of 
water  developed  on  State  lands.  Tribal  lessees  may  also 
need  to  develop  water  on  State  sections  that  are  pres- 
ently without  water  before  they  are  useable  as  grazing 
tracts,  if  they  become  separately  fenced. 

Private  exchange  would  have  impacts  similar  to  the 
proposed  action,  but  would  require  additional  evalua- 
tion of  any  water  rights  on  fee  lands  proposed  for 
exchange.  In  the  case  ot  the  only  proposed  three-way 
exchange  involving  the  Pryor  Creek,  Broken  Leg 
Creek,  and  Big  Horn  Canal  tracts,  the  State  water 
rights  on  the  two  State  parcels  would  go  to  the  present 
lessee  at  the  time  the  exchange  is  done.  The  only  water 
rights  filed  on  the  Big  Horn  Canal  parcel  are  irrigation 
rights  from  the  Big  Horn  Canal  (43P  -W190136)  held 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  In  the  exchange,  the 
ditch  rights  would  remain  appurtenant  to  the  irrigated 
cropland  acquired  by  the  Crow  Tribe,  but  the  Depart- 
ment ot  the  Interior  would  continue  to  hold  the  water 
right. 

In  the  case  of  private  exchange  using  a  portion  of  the 
Veenhuis  Ranch,  the  Crow  Tribe  has  already  acquired 
these  lands  and  water  rights. 


4.3.5   Vegetation 


The  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative  would  have  no 
impact  on  vegetation,  except  that  delayed  implementa- 
tion or  continued  lessee  preference  would  maintain  the 
current  operator  and  grazing  practices,  thus  likely 
maintaining  the  status  quo  in  terms  of  range  condition 
and  productivity. 
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4.3.5.1  Rare  Plants 

It  is  unkinwn  it  rlic  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative 
would  have  an  impact  on  rare  plants.  The  potential 
three-way  exchange  involving  the  Big  Horn  Canal  tract 
would  not  attect  any  rare  plants,  since  the  tract  is 
irrigated  cropland.  No  rare  plants  are  known  to  exist  on 
the  Veenhuis  Ranch,  should  it  he  invo!\ed  in  a  three- 
way  exchange. 

4.3.5.2  Noxious  Weeds 

Any  new  roads,  wheel  tracks,  or  other  vehicular  access 
routes  required  to  implement  either  the  Proposed 
Action  or  the  Mitigated  Exchange  alternatives,  would 
become  potential  invasion  routes  for  noxious  weeds  that 
tend  to  .spread  along  travel  routes  or  areas  of  disturbance 
(spotted  knapweed,  Canada  thistle,  etc.).  Weeds  on  the 
Big  Horn  Canal  tract  are  effectively  controlled  through 
cultivation  and/or  application  of  commercial  herbicides. 
Although  some  weeds  may  exist  on  the  Veenhuis 
Ranch,  no  infestations  were  observed  during  helicopter 
over-flights  of  these  and  adjacent  State  lands. 

4.3.6  Wildlife  Habitat  and 
Fisheries 

The  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative  would  have  the 
same  impact  on  wildlife  and  fisheries  as  the  proposed 
action.  Delayed  implementation  might  delay  the 
timing  of  initial  and  future  entries  for  timber  harvest 
on  the  Surenough/Potter  Divide  tract,  thus  maintain- 
mg  habitat  in  essentially  its  present  condition  for  a 
longer  period  of  time.  To  the  degree  that  some  BLM 
lands  might  be  cultivated  under  State  management, 
those  habitat  changes  would  also  be  delayed.  The  lands 
involved  in  the  proposed  private  three-way  exchange 
are  not  likely  to  change  from  their  current  land  use  and 
would  not  result  in  any  additional  impact  to  wildlife  or 
fisheries. 

4.3. 6. 1    Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

Like  the  other  alternatives,  the  Mitigated  Exchange 
alternative  would  have  no  discemable  impact  on 
threatened  or  endangered  species.  No  threatened  or 
endangered  species  use  or  live  on  the  Big  Horn  Canal 
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tract  or  the  Veenhuis  Ranch,  so  the  private  three-way 
exchange  involving  these  lands  will  have  no  additional 
impact. 

4.3.7  Recreation 

The  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative  would  have  the 
same  impact  as  the  Proposed  Action  on  recreation. 
Delayed  implementation  would  forestall  the  exchange 
and  potentially  diminish  the  sales  of  recreational  use 
permits  that  might  be  sold  to  recreationists  currently 
using  BLM  lands  involved  in  the  exchange.  Since  the 
Pryor  Creek,  Broken  Leg  Creek,  and  Big  Horn  Canal 
tracts  and  the  Veenhuis  Ranch  do  not  have  public 
access,  there  should  be  no  effect  on  recreation  from  a 
private  three-way  exchange  of  these  lands  that  would  be 
different  from  the  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.3.8  Cidtural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  would  not  be  affected  under  the 
Mitigated  Exchange  alternative.  The  same  Memoran- 
dum of  Understanding  (MOU)  for  Cultural  Resources 
would  be  in  effect  under  the  Mitigated  Exchange 
alternative  as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Delayed 
implementation  might  lengthen  the  time  for  cultural 
resource  assessment  of  State  lands  within  the  Crow 
reservation  by  the  Crow  tribe. 

4.3.9  Access 

Access  easements,  if  granted  to  lessees  prior  to  the 
exchange,  would  allow  them  access  across  former  State 
lands  to  maintain  ranch  operations  that  were  depen- 
dent on  that  access.  This  would  be  a  benefit  to  the 
lessee,  particularly  if  the  lessee  could  not  be  guaranteed 
such  access  under  tribal  ownership.  The  State  would 
also  benefit,  to  the  degree  that  the  State  recovers 
sufficient  monetary  return  from  the  easements  to 
compensate  tor  any  value  diminished  as  a  result  of 
granting  such  easements.  Private  exchanges  are  essen- 
tially another  way  to  ensure  continued  lessee  use  and 
access  to  lands  critical  to  ranch  operations.  The  private 
lands  involved  in  the  proposed  three-way  exchange 
have  roads  going  to  them,  but  they  appear  to  be  private 
roads  cooperatively  used  by  adjacent  landowners.  TTie 
Crow  Tribe,  in  agreeing  to  a  three-way  exchange  would 
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probably  want  to  ensure  that  present  access  is  adequate 
and  would  continue  after  the  exchange. 

The  State  does  not  normally  process  access  easement 
applications  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  legal  access  is 
already  available  up  to  the  point  of  entry  to  a  State 
lease  parcel,  or  that  access  existed  as  a  right-of-way  or 
easement  when  the  parcel  was  acquired  by  the  State. 

The  Crow  Tribe  has  already  indicated  that  it  opposes 
the  State  granting  such  easements  to  lessees  because  it 
places  an  encumbrance  on  the  land  they  would  receive 
and,  more  importantly,  because  it  would  not  allow  the 
Tribe  to  capture  the  monetary  benefit  of  the  easement, 
even  if  the  Tribe  is  in  agreement  with  granting  access. 

4.3.10    Socioeconomics 

Most  of  the  impact  discussion  under  the  Mitigated 
Exchange  alternative  is  concentrated  in  this  section, 
since,  ultimately,  most  of  the  impact  of  the  exchange  is 
socioeconomic  in  nature. 

4.3.10.1  Delayed  Implementation 

Delayed  implementation  of  the  exchange  would  allow 
the  status  quo  to  continue  for  some  indefinite  period  to 
grant  lessees  additional  time  to  make  individual  adjust- 
ments in  their  operations  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of 
the  State  leases.    These  adjustments  may  include 
changing  the  configuration  of  pastures  to  eliminate 
dependence  on  a  State  parcel,  development  of  replace- 
ment stock  water,  negotiating  for  the  sale  or  lease  of 
replacement  pasture,  herd  reduction  to  adjust  to  the 
future  resource  base,  or  even  selling  and  reestablishing 
operations  elsewhere.  While  these  adjustments  would 
probably  cost  the  lessee  money,  the  impact  can  be 
mitigated  if  the  costs  are  spread  over  a  longer  time. 
Delayed  implementation  would  grant  the  benefit  of  this 
additional  time,  and  the  benefit  is  primarily  to  the  State 
lessee,  although  federal  lessees  also  would  be  subject  to 
lower  lease  rates  for  a  longer  time. 

The  State,  by  virtue  of  the  Land  Board  exchange 
criteria,  has  to  benefit,  or  at  least  not  be  harmed,  in 
order  for  the  exchange  to  be  approved.  Assuming  that 
the  State  would  benefit  in  the  exchange,  then  delayed 
implementation  would  delay  the  State  beginning  to 
receive  any  enhanced  benefits  that  would  be  gained  by 


the  exchange  and  risk  of  diminishing  those  benefits  may 
occur  if  delay  results  in  increases  in  land  values  on 
BLM  lands,  faster  than  values  increase  on  the  Crow 
reservation.  The  State  and  BLM  have  agreed  to  "lock- 
in"  the  appraisal  values  for  a  period  of  two  years  from 
the  acceptance  of  the  appraisals  by  both  parties.  If 
delayed  implementation  were  to  result  in  more  than 
two  years  delay  in  the  exchange,  then  a  potentially 
costly  refresh  appraisal  can  be  requested  by  either  party. 
The  State  might  also  benefit  from  delayed  implementa- 
tion if  Crow  reservation  lands  increase  in  value  faster, 
resulting  in  more  BLM  land  being  granted  to  the  State. 
In  either  case,  both  the  State  and  BLM  have  greater 
administrative  costs  if  the  exchanges  are  delayed. 

The  exchange  is  being  done  primarily  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Crow  Tribe,  and  the  Tribe  would  not  be  able  to 
begin  benefiting  immediately  from  the  exchange  if  it 
were  delayed.  To  the  extent  that  the  State  also  benefits 
from  the  exchange,  those  benefits  would  be  foregone  for 
the  duration  of  any  delayed  implementation. 

4.3.10.2  Access  Easements 

The  effect  of  access  easements  as  a  way  of  mitigating 
impacts  to  current  State  lessees  is  described  under 
Section  4-3.9.  Access.  This  might  be  useful  where  State 
parcels  separate  deeded  lands  owned  by  the  lessee,  but 
none  of  the  lessees  involved  in  this  exchange  have 
expressed  interest  in  this  option.  This  may  be  because 
few,  if  any,  of  the  existing  access  roads  and  trails  directly 
connect  State  land  with  deeded  parcels  and  almost  all 
access  ultimately  depends  on  a  combination  of  access 
across  tribal,  allottee,  and/or  deeded  lands.  This  can 
result  in  difficulty  showing  legal  access  up  to  the  point 
of  entry  of  the  State  section  and  in  meeting  the  require- 
ment that  this  be  demonstrated  before  an  easement 
application  can  be  processed  by  the  State. 

4.3.10.3  Cost  Sharing 

The  Socioeconomics  impact  section  of  the  Proposed 
Action  (4- 1.10)  points  out  that,  under  the  exchange, 
lessees  would  not  only  lose  their  lease,  but  would  be 
required  by  Tribal  Resolution  75-22  to  bear  all  costs  of 
fencing,  if  fencing  were  the  only  way  to  realistically 
separate  use  of  the  parcel  from  adjacent  lands.  The  cost 
sharing  mitigative  measure  would  take  the  stance  that, 
if  fencing  is  required,  it  would  benefit  both  parties,  and 
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in  fairness  to  all,  both  parties  should  share  equally  in 
the  cost  oi  the  fencing.  Under  this  measure  the  ex- 
change would  be  contingent  upon  an  agreement  that 
Tribal  Resolution  75-22  would  have  no  force  or  effect 
o\er  lands  acquired  under  this  exchange. 

4.3.10.4  Continued  Lessee  Preference 

C'ontinued  Lessee  Preference  is  a  variation  of  delayed 
implementation.  Basically  it  would  alliiw  the  ex- 
changes to  go  forward,  avoiding  delaying  any  benefit  to 
the  State  or  the  Crow  Tribe,  hut  it  would  allow,  with 
the  Tribe's  assent,  continued  lessee  preference  until  the 
end  of  the  current  lease  term.  This  means  that  the 
lessee  would  have  to  pay  the  higher  tribal  lease  rate,  but 
would  have  the  same  additional  time  that  delayed 
implementation  would  give,  to  plan  and  implement 
adjustiTients  to  current  operations  (changing  the 
configuration  of  pastures  to  eliminate  dependence  on  a 
State  parcel,  development  of  replacement  stock  water, 
negotiating  for  the  sale  or  lease  of  replacement  pasture, 
herd  reduction  to  adjust  to  the  future  resource  base, 
selling  and  reestablishing  operations  elsewhere,  or  other 
measures). 

E\'en  though  the  Tribe  would  begin  getting  the  higher 
lease  rate  immediately  under  the  Continued  Lessee 
Preference,  some  benefits  to  the  Tribe  would  be  fore- 
gone. The  reason  is  that  at  least  part  of  the  benefit  to 
the  Tribe  would  go  to  individual  tribal  members  who 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  compete  for  the  tribal 
lease,  where  they  may  have  been  effectively  precluded 
from  doing  so  under  the  preference  granted  the  State 
lessee.  Since  the  Tribe  leases  to  its  members  at  a  lesser 
rate  than  to  non-Indians,  it  is  assumed  the  Tribe  has  as 
much  interest  in  the  benefit  to  individual  members  as 
it  does  in  the  collective  monetary  benefit  to  the  Tribe 
in  the  acquisition  of  these  lands. 

Allowing  the  exchange  to  go  forward  would  have  the 
same  benefit  to  the  State  as  the  proposed  action,  in  that 
it  would  allow  the  State  to  capture  the  benefit  of  the 
exchange  immediately  and  would  avoid  the  erosion  of 
this  benefit  by  any  differential  escalation  of  BLM  land 
values. 


4.3.10.5  Private  Exchanges 

There  is  one  proposed  private  three-way  exchange 
described  earlier  which  involves  the  State  lessee 
becoming  the  owner  of  the  Pryor  Creek  and  Broken  Leg 
Creek  tracts;  the  Crow  Tribe  receiving  equal  value  to 
these  tracts  in  the  acquisition  of  the  Big  Horn  Canal 
tract;  and  the  State  receiving  the  same  BLM  lands  it 
would  have  received  without  the  private  exchange. 
This  exchange  could  also  be  accomplished  using  excess 
private  land  on  the  Veenhuis  Ranch,  already  purchased 
by  the  Crow  Tribe  for  the  Phase  IV  private  exchange. 
Involving  private  land  in  the  exchange  process  raises 
certain  issues  that  are  not  otherwise  involved.  The 
most  important  of  these  issues  is  compliance  with 
Section  2  of  the  Crow  Allotment  Act  of  1920  which 
provides: 

No  conveyance  of  land  by  any  Crow  Indian 
shall  be  authorized  or  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  any  person,  company,  or 
corporation  who  owns  at  least  six  hundred  and 
forty  acres  of  agricultural  or  one  thousand  two 
hundred  and  eighty  acres  of  grazing  land  within 
the  present  boundaries  of  the  Crow  Indian 
Reservation,  nor  to  any  person  who,  with  the 
land  to  be  acquired  by  such  conveyance,  would 
become  the  owner  of  more  than  one  thousand 
two,  hundred  and  eighty-  acres  of  agricultural  or 
one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  twenty  acres  of 
grazing  land  within  said  reser\'ation.  Any 
conveyance  by  any  such  Indian  made  either 
directly  or  indirectly  to  any  such  person, 
company,  or  corporation  of  any  land  within  said 
reservation  as  the  same  now  exists,  whether 
held  by  trust  patent  or  by  patent  in  fee  shall  be 
void  and  the  grantee  accepting  the  same  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  be  punished  by 
a  fine  of  not  more  than  $5,000  or  not  more 
than  six  months  or  by  both  such  fine  or  impris- 
onment 

Because  of  infrequent  and  uneven  enforcement  of  this 
provision,  it  was  estimated  in  1983  that  more  than 
590,000  acres  out  of  approximately  700,000  acres  of  fee 
lands  on  the  Reser\'ation  may  have  been  conveyed  and/ 
or  acquired  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  Section  2. 
Because  of  this,  title  companies  regularly  except  Section 
2  issues  from  the  coverage  of  title  insurance  policies  in 
land  transactions  on  the  Reservation.   Six  t ion  2 
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restricts  and  potentially  voids  conveyances  and  the  issue 
of  potential  voidness  of  transactions  has  resulted  in  the 
overly  cautious  policy  of  title  companies  on  the  Reser- 
vation to  except  from  title  insurance  issues  relating  to 
Section  2. 

The  United  States  District  Court  for  Montana  in  1992 
addressed  the  issue  ot  the  "void"  provision  of  Section  2 
and,  employing  a  thorough  and  persuasive  analysis,  the 
Court,  relying  on  Dillon  et  al.  v.  Antler  Land  Company 
et.al..  341  F.  Supp.  734  (Mont  1972)  affd.  507  F.2d  940 
(9th  Cir.  1974)  found  that  Section  2  issues  are  subject 
to  Montana's  five  year  statute  of  limitations;  and  that 
the  Crow  Tribe's  action  to  enforce  Section  2  against  fee 
landowners  within  the  Reservation  was  baiTed  by  the 
Montana  statute  of  limitations.  (Crow  Tribe  of  Indians 
V.  Campbell  Farming  Corp.  et  al..  828  F.  Supp.  1468, 
1475;  aff'd.  for  other  reasons.  Crow  Tribe  of  Indians  v. 
Campbell  Farming  Corp.  et.  al..  31  F.3d  768,  9th  Cir., 
1994). 

Dillon  and  Crow  Tribe  v  Campbell  reveal  that  a  claim 
premised  upon  the  "void"  provision  of  Section  2  can 
succeed  only  if  the  plaintiff  establishes  that  he/she  "was 
seized  or  possessed  of  the  property  in  question  within 
five  years  before  the  commencement  ot  the  action." 
(See  Campbell  Farming  Corp.  id.;  MCA  Sec. 
70-19-401  (1997).  Consequently,  so  long  as  the  lands  in 
question  have  not,  within  the  past  five  years,  been 
conveyed  in  violation  of  the  Section  2  acreage  limita- 
tions, the  "void"  provisions  of  Section  2  do  not  consti- 
tute a  cloud  on  the  title  of  the  Tribe  or  the  entity 
conveying  to  the  Tribe  and  will  not  adversely  affect 
federal  acquisition  of  title  pursuant  to  the  CBSA. 
Nothing  in  either  Section  2  or  a  title  company's  com- 
mitment for  title  insurance  serves  to  alter  the  applica- 
tion of  Montana's  five  year  statute  of  limitations. 

As  long  as  any  fee  lands  involved  in  a  three-way 
exchange  have  not  been  conveyed  in  violation  of 
Section  2  in  the  past  five  years  and  the  Crow  Tribe 
provides  a  written  acknowledgement  ot  the  title  validity 
issues  and  requests  the  conveyance  as  part  ot  a  three- 
way  exchange,  then  the  exception  for  the  commitment 
for  title  insurance  can  be  waived  and  the  fee  land  can 
be  acquired  by  the  federal  government  as  part  of  the 
exchange. 

If  agreeable  to  the  Crow  Tribe,  additional  private 


exchanges  between  the  State  and  the  current  State 
lessee  could  be  proposed,  when  a  parcel  critical  to  a 
ranch  operation  would  be  lost  through  a  CBSA  ex- 
change. There  would  be  a  benefit  to  the  present  lessee, 
in  that  the  private  exchange  would  ensure  continued 
viable  ranch  operation.  The  Crow  Tribe  would  still 
receive  the  same  benefit  of  equal  value  land  being 
converted  to  Tribal  trust  land.  However,  unless  private 
exchanges  are  proposed  and  evaluated  early  in  the 
exchange  process,  they  would  add  additional  steps  to 
the  CBSA  exchange  and  would  have  the  same  effect 
and  impact  as  Delayed  Implementation  because  of  the 
necessity  for  appraisals  and  MEPA/NEPA  compliance. 
With  the  exception  of  the  three-way  exchange  dis- 
cussed previously,  no  other  three-way  exchanges  have 
been  concurred  in  by  the  Crow  Tribe  at  this  time. 

4.3.11    Hydrologic  and  Soil 
Resources 

The  Mitigated  Exchange  alternative  would  have  the 
same  impacts  as  the  Proposed  Action  alternative.  The 
proposed  private  exchange  involving  either  the  Big 
Horn  Canal  tract  or  the  Veenhuis  Ranch  would  not 
have  any  additional  effects  on  hydrologic  or  soil  re- 
sources. 

4.4    Comparison  of 
Alternatives 

Table  4-5  compares  the  alternatives  by  examining  the 
various  impacts  for: 

1 .  Board  ot  Land  Commissioners'  seven  criteria  for 
land  exchanges, 

2.  Impacts  for  various  significant  resource  issues 
described  in  Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment. 
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Table  4-5  Alternative  Comparison  and  Impact  Summary 


1  able  4-5  Alternative  Comparison  and  impact  summary 

Issue 

Proposed  Action  or 
Exchange  Alternative 

No  Action 

Mitigated  Exchange 

Board  of  Land 
Cominissioners  Criteria 

1.             Equal  or  greater 
value 

The  State  would  exchange  59 
tracts  worth  $2,866,599  00  for 
88  individual  parcels 
aggregated  into  51  BLM  tracts 
worth  $2,875,096.20.  When 
accounting  for  a  residual  value 
of  $6, 101  owed  to  the  State 
from  the  first  two  exchange 
phases,  the  exchange  is 
approximately  the  same  value 

Under  the  No  Action 
alternative,  there  would  be  no 
exchange. 

Delayed  implementation  has 
potential  to  diminish  the 
acreage  received  by  the  State  if 
BLM  lands  are  appreciating 
faster  than  State  lands  on  the 
Crow  Reservation    The  reverse 
would  be  true  if  State  lands  are 
appreciating  faster.  In  either 
case,  delayed  implementation 
will  have  greater  administrative 
costs. 

2.            State  land 

bordering  on 
navigable  lakes 
and  streams 

Six  State  tracts  border,  or  are 
crossed  by,  small  perennial 
streams.  None  of  the  streams 
are  navigable  nor  are  the  tracts 
they  cross  accessible  to  the 
public.  The  streams  probably 
have  small  trout  fisheries  and  a 
total  of  about  3  miles  of  stream 
are  on  State  lands.  Four  BLM 
tracts  have  about  3.5  miles  of 
perennial  streams.  The  Powder 
River,  which  borders  the 
Mizpah  tract  is  navigable  and, 
although  not  considered  an 
important  fishery,  contains 
several  threatened  or 
endangered  species. 

Under  the  No  Action 
alternative,  there  would  be  no 
exchange 

Same  as  Proposed  Action. 
Any  private  lands  proposed  for 
private  three-way  exchanges 
contain  no  streams  or  fishenes 

3.            Equal  or  greater 
income  to  the 
trust 

State  tracts  produced  $36,300  in 
2000  from  grazing.  One  lessee 
did  not  pay  his  lease  fee  and  the 
lease  was  cancelled.  BLM  lands 
acquired  in  the  exchange  have 
the  potential  to  produce 
$28,056  per  year  from  grazing 
and  timber    When  considering 
all  three  exchange  phases, 
potential  annual  revenue  from 
BLM  lands  {$52,275  52) 
exceeds  actual  State  revenue 
($50,179.63)  by  approximately 
$2,100    Had  the  lessee  that 
defaulted  on  the  lease  made  the 
lease  payment,  the  difference 
would  be  about  $940  per  year 

Under  the  No  Action 
alternative,  there  would  be  no 
exchange  and  the  present 
revenue  stream  to  the  school 
trust  would  continue 
unchanged,  if  the  State  tracts 
remain  leased. 

Delayed  implementation  would 
defer  increased  benefits  to  the 
State. 

Access  easements  may  allow 
the  capture  of  some  additional 
value  before  the  exchange. 
Continued  lessee  preference 
would  provide  the  same  benefit 
as  the  proposed  action. 
Proposed  private  exchanges 
will  have  no  effect  on  income 
to  the  trust. 

4.            Equal  or  greater 
acreage 

BLM  is  constrained  to 
exchange  on  the  basis  of  equal 
appraised  value.  In  Phase  HI 
the  State  will  receive  about  715 
more  acres  of  BLM  land  than  it 
is  giving  up,  because  the  State 
land  was  slightly  more 
valuable.  Over  the  entire 
exchange  (Phases  1-111),  the 
State  would  be  exchanginR 

State  acreage  would  remain  the 
same  because  the  exchange 
would  not  occur. 

Same  as  the  proposed  action 
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Table  4-5  Alternative  Comparison  and  Impact  Summary 

Issue 

Proposed  Action  or 
Exchange  Alternative 

No  Action 

Mitigated  Exchange 

33,313.23  acres  for  27,153.07 
acres  of  BLM  land,  for  a  net 
loss  of  6, 160  acres    However, 
many  of  the  tract  acquired  are 
timbered  and  more  valuable 
than  grazing  lands. 

5.            Consolidation  of 
State  lands 

Most  of  the  BLM  tracts  m\] 
create  larger,  consolidated 
State  tracts.  Some  of  the  lands 
acquired  are  not  contiguous 
with  State  lands,  but  will  create 
a  block  of  State  lands  in  close 
proximity  where  none  existed 
before. 

State  fracts  would  remain  m 
their  present  configuration. 

Same  as  the  proposed  action. 

6.            Potential  for 
long  term 
appreciation 

Because  the  lands  are  widely 
distributed  in  a  variety  of  real 
estate  markets,  it  is  difficult  to 
draw  a  general  conclusion 
about  long-term  appreciation 
potential  of  the  acquired  lands 
Generally,  most  BLM  and  State 
lands  used  exclusively  for 
grazing  are  similar  in  value  and 
are  assumed  to  be  appreciating 
at  the  same  rate. 

Under  the  No  Action 
alternative,  there  would  be  no 
exchange 

Delayed  implementation  may 
lessen  the  acres  ultimately 
exchanged  to  the  State  if  BLM 
lands  off  the  Crow  Reservation 
are  appreciating  faster.  The 
State  might  receive  more  lands 
if  the  State  lands  are 
appreciating  faster.  In  either 
case,  delay  will  increase  the 
administrative  costs  of  the 
exchange,  which  may  negate 
any  monetary  benefit  from 
delaying  implementation. 

7.            Access 

Only  six  of  59  State  tracts  are 
accessible  to  the  public  via 
county  roads.  Public  access  off 
of  the  county  roads  for  these  six 
tracts  will  be  lost  after  the 
exchange.  This  exchange 
would  increase  the  amount  of 
accessible  acres  of  State  lands 
generally,  but  would  not 
increase  access  to  public  lands, 
because  the  public's  access  to 
the  BLM  lands  acquired  would 
remain  the  same  as  before  the 
exchange,  with  the  exception 
that  off-road  vehicular  n-avel  (if 
any  was  occurring)  would  be 
prohibited 

If  the  proposed  exchange  would 
not  occur,  access  would  remain 
as  at  present  with  the  State 
tracts  generally  remaining 
inaccessible  to  the  public. 
BLM  tracts  would  remain  under 
BLM's  access  and  travel 
policies.  Because  BLM  would 
be  required  to  provide  the 
exchange  lands  through  an 
assembled  pnvate  exchange, 
about  21,000  additional  acres  of 
BLM  land  would  eventually 
become  private  land  and  any 
public  access  to  these  lands 
would  be  lost. 

The  proposed  private  three-way 
exchange  does  not  involve 
accessible  lands  so  it  will  not 
affect  access  any  differently 
than  the  Proposed  Action,  All 
other  options  in  the  Mitigated 
Exchange  Alternative 
eventually  have  the  same  effect 
as  the  Exchange  Alternative. 

Public  and  Agency 
Issues  by  Resource 
Topic 

1.            Grazing  Costs 

BLM  presently  leases  grazing 
for$l  35/AUM;  the  State 
minimum  rate  is  $4  17/AUM; 
and  the  Crow  rate  ranges  over 
about  $8.00-  $20.00/AUM.  As 
BLM  lands  transfer  to  the  State, 
former  BLM  lessees  would  pay 
a  higher  State  rate.  Former 
State  lessees,  if  they  are  able  to 
maintain  their  leases  would  be 
required  to  pay  the  higher  tribal 

With  No  Action,  the  exchange 
as  proposed  would  not  occur 
and  leases  would  remain  under 
their  present  J  unsdiction,  and 
presumably  at  present  rates 

Delayed  implementation  would 
maintain  the  present  lessees  and 
lease  rates,  perhaps  until 
present  leases  expire,  then 
would  be  the  same  as  the 
Proposed  Action. 
Continued  Lessee  Preference 
would  allow  State  lessees  on 
the  Crow  Reservation  to 
maintain  their  leases  until  they 
run  out,  but  would  begin  paying 
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Table  4-5  Alternative  Comparison  and  Impact  Summary 

Issue 

.... 

Proposed  Action  or 
Exchange  Alternative 

No  Action 

Mitigated  Exchange 

lease  rate.  If  they  are  not  able  to 
continue  to  lease  the  exchanged 
lands,  they  may  have  to  seek 
additional  lease  lands  in  the 
private  leasing  market  at  current 
market  rates  similar  to  tribal 
rates. 

immediately  at  the  higher  cost 
tnbal  lease  rate.  In  both  cases, 
tnbal  members  would  be 
precluded  from  competing  for 
the  leases  until  the  lease  term 
ended. 

2.            Preference 
Rights 

The  State  would  recognize  by 
mutual  agreement  the  BLM 
lessee  as  the  lessee  of  record 
entitled  to  a  State  preference 
nght  at  the  end  of  the  initial 
lease  term    The  Crow  Tnbe, 
upon  converting  Slate  lands  to 
tnbal  trust  lands,  would  gram  a 
preference  to  tribal  bidders,  so 
non-Indian  State  lease  holders 
would  lose  their  preference 
right  when  the  exchange  occurs 

No  Action  would  maintain  the 
status  quo  with  regard  to 
preference  nghts. 

Delayed  implementation  would 
be  like  No  Action  (status  quo) 
until  the  exchange  actually 
occurs,  then  it  would  be  the 
same  as  the  proposed  action 
Continued  Lessee  Preference 
would  also  maintain  the  present 
State  lessee  on  former  State 
tracts,  until  the  present  lease 
runs  out.  At  that  time  the  tribal 
preference  for  tnbal  member 
bidders  would  be  in  ctTect 

3.            Payment  in  Lieu 
of  Taxes  (PILT) 

BLM  IS  required  to  continue  to 
make  PILT  payments  on  former 
BLM  lands  exchanged  to  the 
Stale  as  long  as  the  State  retains 
ownership  of  the  exchanged 
lands. 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action 

4.           Public  Access 

Unless  petitioned  and 
authorized  for  closure,  public 
access  to  the  BLM  lands  would 
remain  the  same  after  they  are 
transferred  to  the  State,  with  the 
exception  that  a  recreational  use 
permit  would  be  required  for 
recreational  pursuits  that  had  no 
additional  cost  under  BLM 
management 

Six  State  parcels  had  legal 
public  access  via  county  roads. 
There  would  be  no  legal  public 
access  to  areas  other  than  the 
county  road  nght-of-way 
following  the  exchange. 

Public  access  on  BLM  lands 
would  maintain  the  status  quo 
under  BLM  management 
State  lands  would  continue  to 
have  no  legal  public  access, 
except  for  the  six  tracts  adjacent 
to  or  crossed  by  county  roads. 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action, 
except  perhaps  delayed  under 
the  delayed  implementation 
option. 

The  proposed  private  three-way 
exchange  does  not  involve 
accessible  lands  so  it  will  not 
affect  access  any  differently 
than  the  Proposed  Action 

5.            Lessee  Access 

On  BLM  lands,  current  lessees 
would  continue  as  the  lessee  of 
record  for  at  least  one  lease 
period  (ten  years)  and  would 
enjoy  the  same  access  that  they 
had  as  BLM  lessees    On  State 
lands,  there  would  be  no 
continuing  preference  nght 
Under  tribal  administration, 
access  to  other  ranch  operations 
dependent  upon  access  through 
the  former  State  lease  may  be 
lost  to  current  lessees,  or 
compensation  for  that  access 
may  be  required  by  a  new 
lessee  or  the  Crow  Tnbe 

Access  for  lessees  would 
continue  as  it  currently  exists. 

The  access  easements  option 
would  allow  lessees  of  State 
sections  to  secure  access 
easements  from  the  State  thai 
would  remain  in  place  after  the 
exchange.  Normally  to  process 
such  an  easement,  the  State 
would  require  a  demonstration 
that  the  lessee  had  legal  access 
to  the  State  section  and  that  the 
access  requested  is  cntical  to 
maintaining  ranch  operations. 

6.            Fencing  Costs 

Because  of  the  loss  of  lessee 
preference  rights  on  State  lands 

Preference  rights  of  current 
lessees  would  be  maintained. 

Under  the  Cost  Sharing  Option, 
any  exchange  that  required  the 
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Table  4-5  Alternative  Comparison  and  Impact  Summary                          | 

Issue 

Proposed  Action  or 
Exchange  Alternative 

No  Action 

Mitigated  Exchange 

for  leases  lost  on 
the  Reservation 

that  would  be  exchanged, 
fencing  may  be  required  to 
separate  future  users,  because 
the  State  parcels  are  generally 
part  of  a  larger  grazing  unit 
with  only  a  penmeter  fence. 
Tribal  Resolution  75-22  would 
require  the  non-Indian  to  bear 
fencing  costs  if  separation  of 
uses  from  an  Indian  lessee  was 
deemed  necessary 

lessening  the  need  to  separate 
grazing  interests  by  fencing. 

current  lessee  to  fence  out  the 
former  lease  lands  to  alleviate 
otherwise  unavoidable  impacts, 
would  be  contingent  upon  an 
equitable  sharing  of  fencing 
costs  between  the  current  and 
future  lessee. 

7.            Reimbursement 
for 
Improvements 

BLM  lessees  would  continue  to 
enjoy  any  improvements  made 
to  BLM  lands  involved  in  the 
exchange,  as  long  as  they  retain 
status  of  being  the  State  lessees 
on  the  parcels.  State  Law  (77- 
2-206,  MCA)  requires  that  State 
lessees  that  would  lose  the  use 
and  enjoyment  of  authorized 
improvements  through  an 
exchange  must  be  compensated 
for  authorized  improvements 
The  Crow  Tribe  has  already 
begun  the  process  of  making 
offers  for  improvement 
settlement  agreements  for 
authorized  improvements 

No  reimbursements  necessary, 
since  lessees  would  continue  to 
enjoy  the  benefits  of  any 
improvements  they  have  made. 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action. 

To  the  extent  that  three-way 
private  exchanges  allow  current 
State  lessees  to  own  the  State 
land  and  improvements  on  the 
land,  no  reimbursement  for 
improvements  is  necessary. 

8.            Access  to  Water 

Exchange  of  some  of  the  State 
lands  has  the  potential 
(especially  if  fencing  occurs)  to 
separate  grazing  pasture  from 
traditional  stock  water  sources. 
This  may  have  effects  both  to 
former  lessees  and  to  new 
lessees.  Lossof  State  parcels 
with  developed  water  may 
result  in  larger  grazing  areas 
being  unusable  without  access 
to  that  water.  State  parcels 
without  water  development  may 
be  unusable  to  a  tribal  lessee 
without  access  to  water  on 
adjacent  lands. 

The  status  quo  would  be 
maintained 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action 

9.            Future 

Foreseeable 
Actions 

BLM  has  an  active  timber 
program  in  its  Lewistown  Field 
Office  and  could  be  expected  to 
log  the  Surenough/Potter 
Divide  tract  some  time  in  the 
future,  although  with  the  trust 
compensation  mandate,  future 
timber  management  under 
State  management  will  likely  be 
more  intense.    Previously 
broken  BLM  lands  suitable  for 
cultivation  will  have  a  better 
opportunity  for  future 
cultivation  under  State 
ownership.  These  future 
actions  would  be  subject  to 
environmental  review  under 

Timber  harvest  on  BLM  lands 
may  occur,  but  will  be  less 
likely.  BLM  does  not  allow 
cultivation  on  its  lands,  so  none 
of  the  lands  suitable  for 
cultivation  will  be  changed 
from  their  present  range/tame 
pasture  condition. 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action 
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Table  4-5  Alternative  Comparison  and  Impact  Summary 

Issue 

Proposed  Action  or 
Exchange  Alternative 

No  Action 

Mitigated  Exchange 

MEPA. 

10.          Wildlife  Habital 

Wildlife  habital  would  continue 
to  be  maintained  after  the 
exchange  more  or  less  like  the 
present.  However,  the  State 
would  use  selective, 
intermittent  timber  harvests  to 
maintain  a  healthy  forest  and 
future  timber  harvest 
opportunities.  State 
management  may  alter  forest 
habitats  more  than  BLM 
management  and  affect  wildlife 
in  different  ways.  These 
harvests  would  have  temporary 
impacts  on  wildlife  secunty  and 
travel  routes  and  may  displace 
wildlife  during  timber  harvest 
activity.  Any  rangeland  that 
eventually  becomes  cultivated 
cropland  will  alter  wildlife  use 
and  impact  species  dependent 
on  rangeland 

There  would  be  no  change  lo 
present  management  of  wildlife 
and  habitat. 

Same  as  Proposed  Action. 

11.          Cultural 
Resources 

BLM  and  the  State  have  entered 
into  a  Programmatic  Agreement 
with  the  approval  of  SHPO  and 
the  Advisory  Council  on 
Histonc  Preservation    This 
agreement  would  require  the 
State  to  do  a  complete  cultural 
survey  to  federal  standards  on 
lands  acquired  in  the  exchange 
if  a  land  use  change  is  proposed 
that  would  potentially  threaten 
any  cultural,  histoncal,  or 
paleontological  resources 

Respective  State  and  federal 
requirements  would  continue  to 
apply  to  cultural  resources  as 
they  have  in  the  past 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action 

12.  Use  of  BLM  tracts 
Listed  in  Appendix  B. 

The  impacts  which  would  occur 
if  these  tracts  were  used  have 
been  analyzed  in  this  EA,  along 
with  other  BLM  tracts  which 
were  specifically  identified  for 
disposal  in  the  West  HiLine  and 
the  Judilh-Valley-Philhps 
RMPs    All  of  these  tracts  meet 
the  disposal  cntena  in  those 
RMPs,  especially  since  their 
use  will  assist  in  the  fulfillment 
of  the  requirements  and 
mandates  of  the  Crow 
Boundary  Settlement  Act. 

The  status  quo  would  be 
maintained. 

Same  as  the  Proposed  Action 
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5.0  CONSULTATION 

AND 

COORDINATION 


This  chapter  lists  State,  federal  and  other  agencies 
consulted  in  the  preparation  of  this  EA. 

5.1  Federal  Agencies 

us  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
US  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
US  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

5.2  State  Agencies 

Department  of  Fish, 

Wildlife  and  Parks 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Montana  State  Library  - 

Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program 


5.3  Tribal  Governments 

Crow  Tribe 

Blackfoot  Tribe 

Chippewa  Cree  Tribe 

Gros  Ventre  &  Assinihoine  Tribes 

Assiniboine  &.  Sioux  Tribes 

Northern  Cheyenne  Tribe 

5.4  Local  Government 

Big  Horn  County  Commission 
Blaine  County  Commission 
Carter  County  Commission 
Chouteau  County  Commission 
Custer  County  Commission 
Fallon  County  Commission 
Fergus  County  Commission 
Powder  River  County  Commission 
Phillips  County  Commission 
Richland  County  Commission 
Rosebud  County  Commission 
Valley  County  Commission 
Wibaux  County  Commission 
Yellowstone  County  Commission 

5.5  Non-Governmental 
Entities 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Association 

Montana  Association  of  State  Grazing  Districts 
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6.0  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 

6.1  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


NAME 
Rill  Hensley 

CONTRIBUTION 
Timber-BLM  lands 

DEGREE(S) 

B.S.  Forest  Management 

EXPERIENCE 
26  years 

Ladd  Coates 

Recreation-BLM  lands 

M.S.  Outdoor  Recreation 

25  years 

Louise  de  Montigny 

Range-BLM 

B.S.  Range  Management 

10  years 

Rrian  Lynnes 

Realty  Specialist 

B.S.  Natural  Heritage 

20  years 

Robert  Mitchell 

Soils  /  Geology  -  BLM 

B.S.  Geology 

M.S.  Agronomy/Soil  Science 

10  years 

Russ  Sorensen 

BLM  Project  Lead 

B.S.  Ag.  Production 

22  years 

Dale  Tribhy 

Wildlife-BLM 

M.S.  Wildlife  Biology 

18  years 

Keith  Wittenhagen 

Range-BLM 

B.S.  Rangland  Mgmt/ 
Wildlife  Biology 

21  years 

Loretta  Park 

Realty  Specialist-BLM 

N/A 

17  years 

Robert  Padilla 

Realty-  Specialist-BLM 

M.S.  Wildlife/Fisheries 

28  years 

Fred  Roberts 

W.ldlite-BLM 

B.S.  Range  and  Wildlife  Mgmt 
M.S.  Range  Management 

1 7  years 

David  Waller 

Wildlife-BLM 

B.S.  Wildlife 

15  years 

Tim  Novotny 

Wildlife-BLM 

B.S.  Wildlife 

4  years 

Jody  Peters 

Wildlife-BLM 

B.S.  Wildlife 

15  years 

Steve  Klessens 

Rangeland'BLM 

B.S.  Rangeland  Mgmt 

20  years 

Sharon  Gregory 

Rangeland'BLM 

n/a 

20  years 
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6.2  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 


NAME 

CONTRIBUTION 

DEQREEiS) 

EXPERIENCE 

Gary  Brandenburg 

Surface  Uses/Data  Collection 

B.S.  Range  and 
Habitat  Management 

1 8  years 

Kevin  Chappell 

Grazing  and  Agriculture  B.S. 

Forest  Management 

1 8  years 

Nancy  Hughes 

Water  Rights 

n/a 

18  years 

Tom  Hughes 

Water  Use 

B.S.  Soils/Hydrology 
M.S.  Soils/Hydrology 

18  years 

Marylee  Norris 

Present  Grazing  Revenue 

n/a 

18  years 

Patrick  Rennie 

Programmatic  Agreement 

B.S.  Anthropology 

13  years 

review  (See  36  CFR  800.13) 

M.A.  Anthropology 

Wayne  Wetzel 

DNRC  Team  Leader 

B.S.  Earth  Sciences 
M.S.  Geography 
Ph.D.  Geography 

24  years 

Will  Wood 


NPV  of  timber  resource 


B.S.  Forest  Management  1 1  years 

M.S.  Forest  Management 
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7.0  LIST  OF  AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS, 
AND  PERSONS  RECEIVING  COPIES  OF  THIS 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Dennis  Adams 

Crow  Indian  Tribe 

PO  Box  159 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 


Agri-West  Partners 
PO  Box  31775 
Billings  MT    59107 

Ira  Andrews 
RFD 
BiddleMT  59314 

Arthur  Alden  Jr 
Water  Resources  Dept 
PO  Box  159 
Crow  Agency  MT  59022 

Richard  Aldrich 
Solicitors  Office 
316  N  26th  St 
Billings  MT    59101 

Eric  K  Anderson 
Crowley  Law  Finn 
PO  Box  2529 
Billings  MT    59103 

Roy  Andes 
MonTrust 
PO  Box  457 
Helena  MT  59624 

John  &./or  Vernon  Bakker 
Blue  Creek  Road 
Billings    MT    59101 

Balsam  Inc 

c/o  Charley  Balsam 

Box  970 

Miles  City  MT  59301 


Bar  OK  Ranch  Co 

c/o  Otto  Kuczynski 
Fairfield  Textiles 
55  Passaic  Avenue 
Fairfield  NJ  07006 

Joe  S  Bassett 
1062  Rd  15 
LovellWY  82431 

L  D  Baumann 
Box  207 
StXavierMT  59075 

Mark  Baumler 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

PO  Box  201202 

Helena  MT    59620T202 

Earl  E  Bearcrane 

8416  Highway  87  East 
BillmgsMT  59101 

Beartooth  Oil  and  Gas  Company 
PO  Box  2564 
Billings  MT  59103 

Dennis  Beaumont 
PO  Box  265 
PryorMT  59066 

AdaL  Bends 

PO  Box  99 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Mary  Berg 

c/o  The  Lease  Company 
602  W  Railroad 
Hardin  MT  59034 


Rep  Earnest  Bergsagel 
HC  84  Box  8045 
Malta  MT  59538 

David  &.  Beth  Bergum 
PO  Box  125 
Winifred  MT  59489 

Bill  Bickle 

PO  Box  1484 

Miles  City  MT  59301 

Big  Flat  Electric  Cooperative 

BoxH 

Malta  MT  59538 

Dennis  Big  Hair  Sr 
PO  Box  32 
Garryowen  MT    59031 

Thorton  Teal  Big  Hair 

PO  Box  513 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Big  Horn  Conservation  District 
724  West  Third  Street 
Hardin  MT  59034 

Big  Horn  County  Commissioners 

PO  Box  H 

Hardin  MT  59034-0608 

Chairman  Clifford  Birdinground 

Crow  Tribal  Council 

PO  Box  159 

Crow  Agency  MT  59022 

Blaine  County  Commissioners 
PO  Box  278 
Chinook  MT  59523 
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John  Bloomquist  Attorney 
Montana  Stockgrowers  Assn 
PO  Box  1418 
Dillon  MT  59725 

Kathy  Bramer 

Office  ot  Public  Instruction 

Helena  MT  59620 

Harold  Jess  Brian 

PO  Box  382 

Lodge  Grass  MT    59050 

Robert  &  Annette  Bold 
PO  Box  24 
Winifred  MT  59489 

J  Loren  Brooks 

Box  325 

Hardin  MT  59034 

Brooks  Ranch 
c/o  Ella  Mae  Woodley 
P  O  Box  295 
Hardin  MT  59034 

Murray  Brown 

BoxAB 

Lodge  Grass  MT  59050 

Grant  &  Linda  BuUtail 
POBoxl2 
PryorMT    59066 

Dale  Burke 

Tlie  Hunters  Alliance 

Drawer  B 

StevensviUe  MT  59870 

C  &  H  Land  &  Cattle  Co 
P  O  Box  207 
StXavier    MT  59075 

C  Six  Bar  Inc 

c/o  Clyde  Medaris 

Box  8481 

Miles  City  MT  59301 


Betty  Canfield 
PO  Box  1 
PryorMT  59066 

Bruce  Card 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Crow  Agency  MT  59022 

Carter  County  Commissioners 
PO  Box  315 
EkalakaMT  59324 

Larry  Cederberg 

Box  94 

Turner  MT  59542 

Centaur  Capital  Corp 
PO  Box 31775 
Billings    MT    59107 

Liz  Ching 

Senator  Max  Baucus 

2817  Second  Avenue  North 

Billings  MT  59101 

Chouteau  County  Commissioners 
Chouteau  County  Courthouse 
Fort  Benton  MT  59442 

Bud  Clinch 

Dept  of  Nat  Resources  and 

Conservation 

PO  Box  201601 

Helena  MT  59620-1601 

Sen.  Mack  Cole 

Box  286 

Hysham  MT  59038 

Consolidation  Coal  Co 
1800  Washington  Road 
Pittsburgh    PA    15241 

J  C  Cook 

21  N  4th  St 

Miles  City  MT  59301 


Bert  Corcoran,  Chairman 

Chippewa  Cree  Business  Committee 

Rocky  Boy  Indian  Reservation 

Rocky  Boy  Route  B 

PO.  Box  544 

Box  Elder,  MT  59521 

Arbutus  Coversup 

PO  Box  80 

Lodge  Grass  MT     59050 

Pam  CrisafuUi 
Senator  Conrad  Bums 
324  West  Towne 
Glendive  MT  59330 

David  Crisp 
Billings  Gazette 
PO  Box  36300 
Billings  MT  59107 

Crow  Tribal  Council 

PO  Box  159 

Crow  Agency  MT  59022 

Jake  Cummins 
502  S  19th 
Bozeman    MT    59715 

Ken  &  Joann  Cunningham 
Box  547 
BroadusMT  59317 

Lee  Curry 
Ismay  MT  59336 

Custer  County  Commissioners 
1010  Main  Street 
Miles  City  MT  59301 

Ken  Davis 

Bureau  ot  Indian  Affairs 

PO  Box  69 

Crow  Agency  MT  59022 

Shelley  Mackay  Dean 
Box  81 
WiUardMT  59354 
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Tom  DeMars 
PO  Box  64 
Winifred  MT  59489 

Marcus  Denny 

Box  ^6 

Bushy  MT  59016 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality' 
1 520  East  6th  Avenue 
Helena  MT    59620 

Sen.  Gerry  Devlin 
PO  Box  186 
Terry  MT  59349 

Wayne  Dewit 
North  Star  Route 
Glasgow  MT  59230 

Double  H  Ranch  Inc 

c/o  Darrel  &  Marian  Hanson 

Box  237 

Ashland  MT  59003 

Arthur]  Drange 
HC  80  Box  68 
Ismay  MT  59336 

Mort  S  Dreamer 

Box  306 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Mel V  in  Dyrland 
Box  84 
GlentanaMT  59240 

Dale  Edwards  Inc 
c/o  Dorothy  Edwards 
Box  324 
BroadusMT  59317 

Rep  Bill  Eggers 

PO  Box  1000 

Crow  Agency  MT  59022 

Dick  Elias  Region  5  Supervisor 
Dept  of  Fish  Wildlife  &  Parks 
2300  Lake  Elmo  Drive 
Billings  MT  59105 


Clint  Ensign 

Sinclair  Oil  Corporation 

PO  Box  30825 

Salt  Lake  City  UT  84130-0825 

William  Fairhurst   President 
Public  Lands  Access  Assoc    Inc 
105  Third  Ave  East 
Three  Forks  MT  59752 

Faith  Drilling  inc 
Rte  2  Box  109o 
WillistonND  58801 

Fallon  County  Commissioners 

Box  846 

Baker  MT  59313 

David  Fenner 
Lee  Newspapers 
PO  Box  1676 
Helena  MT  59624 

Fergus  County  Commissioners 
Fergus  County  Courthouse 
LewistownMT  59457 

Fergus  Electric  Co-op 
Gilt  Edge  Box  4040 
Lewistown  MT  59457 

Dwight  Ferguson 
HC  42  Box  610 
Busby  MT  59016 

Flying  V  Cattle  Co 
Star  Route  Box  65 
Ranchester   WY    82839 

Four  L  Land  &  Livestock 
c/o  Dick  Decock 
Route  2  Box  3014 
Forsyth  MT  59327 

H  Paul  Friesema 
2040  Sheridan  Road 
Evanston  IL  60208-4100 


Alice  Fuller 

Box  475 

Dayton  WY  82836 

GCRL  Energy  Ltd 

PO  Box  1 30 

Calgary  AB  Canada  T2P  2H7 

GTWInc 

c/o  Glen  Miller 

Lodge  Grass  MT  59050 

Edward  A  Geary 

Box  202 

Grass  Range  MT  59032 

D  D  Gilger  Ranch 
c/o  Douglas  Gilger 
RR2 
BoyesMT  59316 

Shane  Gill 
Little  Horn  Ranch 
PO  Box  68 
Wyola  MT  59089 

Oilman  Ranch  Co 
c/o  Barb  Hoo\-er 
1409  N  Jordan 
Miles  City  MT  59301 

Kenneth  R  Gleason 

HC  59  Box  18 

Decker  MT  59025-9702 

Patrick  K  Goggins 
P  O  Box  30758 
Billings    MT    59107 

Pat  Graham  Director 
Dept  of  Fish  Wildlife  &  Parks 
PO  Box  200701 
Helena  MT  59620-0701 

Grapevine  Ranch  Inc 
c/o  Agri  Leasing 
PO  Box  472 
Hardin  MT  59034 
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Great  Falls  Tribune 
205  River  Drive  South 
Great  Falls  MT  59405 

Greater  Yellowstone  Coalition 
PO  Box  1874 
BozemanMT  59771 

Linda  Grosskopf 

Agri-News 

18th  &  Minnesota 

Billings  MT    59101 

Clay  Gregory 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Billings  Area  Office 
316  North  26th  Street 
Billings  MT  59101 

Pete  GreybuU 

4002  Morgan 
Billings  MT    59101 

Jeff  Hagener 

Dept  of  Nat  Resources  and 

Conservation 

PO  Box  201601 

Helena  MT  596204601 

Jim  Hamilton 
HC  59  Box  13 
Decker  MT    59025 

Esther  Hansen  Trust 
c/o  Arnold  Hansen  Trustee 
820  9th  Ave  SW 
Sidney  MT  59270 

Rep  Marion  W.  Hanson 
PO  Box  237 
Ashland  MT  59003 

Gene  Hardy 

705  S  5th 

Miles  City  MT  59301 

Rusty  Harper 

State  Auditor's  Office 

Helena  MT  59620 


Harley  Harris 

Attorney  General's  Office 

Helena  MT  59620 

Sen.  John  Hertel 
RR  1  Box  30 
Moore  MT  59464 

Dan  &  Mary  Hill 
555  Rd  323 
Glendive  MT  59330 

John  Hill 

PO  Box  361 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Representative  Rick  Hill 

Attn:  Richard  Jones 

1037  Longworth  House  Office 

Building 

Washington  DC  20515 

Doug  Hofeldt 
Rt  70  Box  63 
Chinook  MT  59523 

H  Burton  Hoffman 
PO  Box  1357 
Billings    MT    59101 

Sen  Ric  Holden 
164  Road  253 
Glendive  MT  59330 

Kathleen  Holding 
c/o  The  Lease  Co 
Box  188 
Hardin    MT  59034 

Stephen  Holding 

Little  America    WY    82929 

Homestead  Valley  Trust 
Peter  Dighans 
PO  Box  36 
Richland  MT  59260 

Honrud  Enterprise 
North  Star  Route 
Glasgow  MT  59230 


Ramona  Howe 

Lodge  Grass  MT  59050 

G  Irwin  and  Maurice  Hults 

DBA  Hults  Bros 

PO  Box  249 

Lodge  Grass  MT  59050 

Jessie  Huffman 

Kirhy  Rt 

Busby  MT   59016 

Hutchison  OG  Crop 

1700  Pacific  AV  2770 
Dallas  TX  75021 

Robert  J  Irvine 
851  County  Rd  301 
Baker  MT  59313 

JN  Exploration  &  Production  Limited 
Partnership 
PO  Box  7167 
Billings  MT  59103 

Sen  Reiny  Jabs 

HCR36 

Hardin  MT  59034-9613 

Sen  Greg  Jergeson 
Box  1568 
Chinook  MT  59523 

Tony  Jewett  Executive  Director 
Montana  Wildlife  Federation 
PO  Box  1175 
Helena  MT  59624 

Doris  Johnson 
Harlem  News 
Rt  1  Box  140 
Harlem  MT  59526 

Loretta  Johnson 
662  Aries 
Billings  MT  59105 

Robin  Johnson 

821C  North  27TH  Suite  318 

Billings  MT  59101 
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Jones  Rrns  Livestock 

GregK  Jones 

Box  615 

Busby  MT  59016 

Jerry  Jones 
HC  42  Box  613 
Bushy  MT  59016 

Rep.  Betty  Lou  Kasten 
HC  77  Box  A- 14 
BrockwayMt  59214 

Katzman  Estate 

c/o  Robert  Johnson 

Attorney-at'law 

224  West  Main  Suite  507 

Lewistown  MT  59457 

Sen  Thomas  Keating 
rO  Box  20522 
Billings  MT  59104 

Janet  Kelly 
1010  Mam 
Miles  City  MT  59301 

Joe  Kerwin 

Secretary  of  State  Office 

Helena  MT  59620 

Ed  Kimball 

1600  Pearl 

Miles  City  MT    59301 

Wendell  Kincheloe  Estate 
c/o  Violet  Kincheloe 
Box  218 
MelstoneMT  59054 

Tracy  C.  King,  President 

Gros  Ventre  &.  Assiniboine  Tribes 

Fort  Belknap  Community  Council 

Route  1 ,  Box  66 

Harlem,  MT  59526 

Karleen  Kleeman 
Peerless  MT  59253 


Jeff&DehraKlos 

Box  128 

Plevna  MT  59344 

Jerry  Klundt 

2024  Third  Avenue 

Billings  MT  59101 

Knowles  Land  Co 
c/o  Ella  Mae  Woodley 
P  O  Box  295 
Hardin    MT    59034 

Steve  &.  Kay  Kukowski 
15022  Pryor  Road 
Billings  MT  59101 

Aaron  Lacox 
HC80  Box  27 
HogelandMT  59529 

Janice  &  Alex  LaForge 
3055  Boulder  Apt  106 
Billings  MT  59102 

Georgia  and  Timothy  Lanham 
PO  Box  308 
Stanford  MT    59479 

Jim  Leachmaii 
PO  Box  2505 
Billings    MT    59103 

Eymord  Lefthand 

Box  64 

Pryor  MT    59066 

Howard  Lemm 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  36800 

Billings  MT  59107-6800 

Bill  Lewis 

Apt  311 

1000  Fountain  Terrace 

Lewistown  MT  59457 

Rep  Monica  Lindeen 
1626  Heath  St 
Huntly  Mt  59037 


Little  Horn  Ag 
c/o  Agri-leasing 
P  O  Box  472 
Hardin    MT    59034 

Red  Lovec 

121  7th  Ave  SW 

Sidney  MT  59270 

Clark  Madison 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
M6N  26th  St 
Billings  MT    59101 

James  Mason 
HC42Box510 
Busby  MT    59016 

Matador  Ranch  Inc 
Ferdinand  Itcaina 
Box  5055  HC  63  B 
DodsonMT  59524-9702 

Paul  Matt  Jr 
PO  Box  443 
Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Scott  Mayeda 

Sinclair  Oil  Company 

DBA  Sunlight  Ranch 

PO  Box  30825 

Salt  Lake  City  UT  84130-0825 

Lona  McCallister 
4700  Bel  Roma  Road 
Livermore  CA  94550 

Rep  Matt  McCann 
Box  1093 
Harlem  MT  59526 

Scott  McMillion 
Bozeman  Daily  Chronicle 
32  South  Rouse  Avenue 
Bozeman  MT  59715 

Sen  Walter  McNutt 
11012'''AveSW 
Sidney  MT  59270 
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Mercury  Oil  Co  LLC 
5956  Sherry  LN  #1818 
Dallas  TX  75225 

Wayne  Miller 

Box  303 

Lodge  Grass  MT    59050 

Willam  Miller 

PO  Box  E 

Lodge  Grass  MT    59050 

Fred  Mohar  Jr 
Rt  1  Box  8 
Turner  MT  59542 

Rick  Molen 

C/O  Senator  Bums  Office 

187DurksonBldg 

Washington  DC    20510 

Montana  Auduhon  Society 
324  Fuller  Avenue 
Helena  MT  59601 

Montana  Coalition  tor  Appropri- 
ate Management  of  State  Lands 
3210  Ottawa 
Butte  MT    59701 

Montana  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena  MT  59620-9726 

Montana  Standard 
25  West  Granite 
Butte  MT  59701 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Assn 
420  North  California 
Helena  MT  59601 

Montana  Wilderness  Association 
P  O  Box  635 
Helena  MT    59624 

Montana  Wolf  LTD 
518  17th  St  #1250 
Denver  CO  80202 


Colleen  Moullet 

Box  153 

St  XavierMT    59075 

Judy  Murdock 
BoxQ 

Lodge  Grass  MT  59050 

The  Nature  Conservancy 
32  South  Ewing 
Helena  MT    59601 

Walter  Nelson 
PO  Box  3 
OpheimMT  59250 

Nessan  Farms 
PO  Box  1575 
Billings    MT    59103 

Nemont  Telephone  Coop  Inc 
P  O  Box  600 
Scobey  MT  59263 

Paul  Niederegger 
PO  Box  335 
Harlem  MT  59526 

Northern  Electric  Coop  Inc 
P  O  Box  287 
Opheim  MT  59250 

Office  of  Indian  Affairs 
Room  202  State  Capital 
Helena  MT    59601 

Earl  Old  Person 
Chairman,  Blackfeet  Tribal 
Business  Council 
PO.  Box  850 
Browning,  MT  59417 

Pankrztz  Farms 
Walter  Pankrztz 
PO  Box  36-A 
FrazerMT  59225 

Rep  Ray  Peck 
729  4'''  Ave 
Havre  MT  59501 


Burke  Petersen 
c/o  Leachman  Cattle  Co 
PO  Box  2505 
Billings    MT    59103 

Phillips  County  Commissioners 

Box  U 

Malta  MT  59538 

Orin  Pickett 

Box  951 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Steve  Pilcher 

MT  Stockgrowers  Assn  Inc 
420  N  California 
Helena  MT  59601 

Pilgrim  Creek  Grazing  Assoc 
c/o  Gerald  Alderman 
Box  195 
BroadusMT  59317 

Pineridge  Ranch 
c/o  Nick  O'Connor 
Plevna  MT  59344 

Powder  River  County  Commis- 
sioners 
P  O  Box  270 
BroadusMT  59317 

Larry  Pretty  Weasel 

PO  Box  192 

Crow  Agency  MT  59022 

Maria  Pritzler 
9230  Pryor  Rd 
Billings  MT  59101 

Governor  Marc  Racicot 
c/o  Julie  Lapryre 
State  Capital  Room  204 
Helena  MT    59624 

969  Ranch 

c/o  Curt  Randall 

HCR82 

BroadusMT  59317 
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I\)nald  Renner 
rOBox  196 
GlentanaMT  59240 

Richland  Counry  Gimmissioncrs 
201  West  Main 
Sidney  MT  59270 

G  D  Risa 
PO  Box  24 
OpheimMT  59250 

L  C  Roberts 
North  Route 
Wibaux  MT  59353 

Don  Rtibinson 
HC  63  Box  004 
ZortmanMT  59546 

Rodeo  Oil  Co 
Box  30169 
Pensacola  FL  32503 

Rolf  Rolf  Peterson  &  Aberg 
c/o  Marc  Aberg 
HC30  Box  8431 
Miles  City  MT  59301 

Wayne  G  Rolf 
Powderv'ille  Stage 
Miles  City  MT  59301 

Charles  L  Russell 
Box  88 
BroadusMT  59317 

Ronald  Sanders 
PO  Box  201 
Richland  MT  59260 

Rosebud  County  Cominissioners 
PO  Box  47 
Forsyth  MT  59327 

James  R  Scheeler 
3101  Knollwood  Drive 
Gillette  WY  82717 


John  Schneider 
Box  121 
HogelandMT  59529 

Tony  Schoonen 

Public  Lands  Access  Assoc    Inc 

PO  Box  2 

Ramsay  MT  59748 

Arthur  Viola  David  (Si  Joanne  Schuetzle 

Box  146 

Plevna  MT  59344 

Schwend  Inc 
c/o  Agri  Leasing 
Box  472 
Hardin  MT  59034 

Glen  Schwend 

PO  Box  104 

St  XavierMT  59075-0104 

John  R  Scott 

511  West  Harris  Ave 

San  Angelo  TX  76903 

John  R  Scott  Jr 

PO  Box  1255 

Miles  City    MT    59301 

Kenny  Shane 

Box  24 

Garryowen  MT    59031 

Bob  Shaw 

Box  287 

Lodge  Grass  MT  59050 

Caleb  Shields,  Chairman  Assiniboine  & 

Sioux  Tribes 

Fort  Peck  Tribal  Executive  Board 

P.O.  Box  1027 

Poplar,  MT  59255 

Nelvette  Siemion 

PO  Box  7484 

Fort  Smith  MT  59035 


Robert  Simac 
HC83  Box  19 
Winifred  MT  59489 

Les  Simons 
HC77  Box  864 
Turner  MT  59542 

Skyline  Sportmans  Assn    Inc 

P0  173 

Butte  MT  59703-0173 

Blaine  Small 

Crow  Indian  Tribe 

PO  Box  159 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Burton  Smith 
Box  68 
PryorMT  59066 

Ric  Smith  Chairman 
Trout  Unlimited 
PO  Box  1638 
Poison  MT  59860 

Brad  Spear 

Box  86 

Dayton  WY  82836 

Square  Butte  Grazing  Assoc 
Charles  E  Schwenke 
HC  63  Box  005 
ZortmanMT  59546 

Harold  S  Stanton 

Attorney 
PO  Box  907 
Hardin  MT  59034 

John  Alan  Stevens 
Gina  Stevens 
Spear  O  Ranch  Co 
HC  42  Box  570 
Busby  MT    59016 

Steve  Stevens 

Box  557 

Lodge  Grass  MT  59050 
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Clinton  Stewart 

PO  Box  1004 

Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Rep  Jay  Stovall 
8325  Pr>'or  Road 
Billings    MT    59101 

Elzalene  J  Sulivan 

Box  1001 

Ft  Lauderdale  FL  33002 

Summit  Resources  Inc 

Suite  2400  144'4th  Avenue 

SW 

Calgary  Alberta  Canada 

T2P3N4 

Sun  Coulee  LLC 
c/o  Errol  T  Gait 
HC83  Box  505 
Martinsdale  MT  59053 

Hugh  Sweeney 
PO  Box  2145 
Billings  MT  59103 

Rep  LilaV  Taylor 
Box  595  HC  42 
Busby  MT  59016-9705 

Sen  John  Tester 

RRl  Box  709 

Big  Sandy  MT  59520 

Lorraine  Thayer 

Forest  Grove  MT  59441 

Rep  Bill  Thomas 
HC81  Box  7 
Hobson  MT  59452 

Sen  Daryl  Toews 
HC  66  Box  34 
Lustre  MT  59225 

Walter  &  Margaret  Torske 
Rt  1  Box  1238 
Hardin  MT    59034 


Triangle  Telephone 

Box  1230 

Havre  MT  59501 

Frederick  Tumsback 
Box  14 
PryorMT    59066 

David  Turns  Plenty  Jr 
144  Ave  C 
BiUmgsMT    59102 

Roger  Turns  Plenty 
Box  216 
Pr^'orMT    59066 

Lawrence  &  Joyce  Tuss 
PO  Box  36 
WmifredMT  59489 

UrbanAg  Inc 

c/o  Harold  E  Gierke 

Box  368 

Miles  City  MT  59301 

Valley  County  Commissioners 
501  Court  Square 
Glasgow  MT  59230 

Allen  Verschoot  Estate 
c/o  Greg  Verschoot 
HC87  Box  2171 
Richey  MT  59259 

William  Walksalong 

President,  Northern  Cheyenne 

Tribal  Council 

P.O.  Box  128 

Lame  Deer,  MT  59043 

Eh  P  Walters 

PO  Box  A 

Lodge  Grass    MT    59050 

Joe  Ward 
Public  Service  Co 
PO  Box  201 
Tulsa  OK  74102 


Jack  L  Warren 
RRl  Box  1152 
Hardin  MT  59034 

Dan  Watson 

Rosebud  Count>'  Commission 

PO  Box  47 

Forsyth  MT    59327 

Mike  Webster 
PO  Box  2529 
BiUmgsMT    59101 

Neil  G  Westesen 

Crowley  Haughey  Henson  Toole  & 

Dietrich 

PO  Box  2529 

BiUmgs  MT  59103-2529 

Wayne  Wetzel 

Dept  of  Nat  Resources 

and  Conserv'ation 
PO  Box  201601 
Helena  MT  59620-1601 

Dennis  Wherley 

Box  168 

Winifred  MT  59489 

Everett  Whiteman 
Crow  Indian  Tribe 
PO  Box  159 
Crow  Agency  MT    59022 

Dick  Whitesell 
Five  O'Brien  Road 
Lander  WY  82520-1455 

Wibaux  County  Commissioners 
PO  Box  199 
Wibaux  MT  59353 

Terry  Wilson 
PO  Box  886 
Malta  MT  59538-0886 

Rep  John  Witt 
HC  65  Box  30 
Carter  MT  59420 


A 
* 
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WL  Ranch  Co 
c/o  Naomi  Miles 
24  S  Merriam  Apt  2 
Miles  City  MT  59301 

Ember  Woods 
825  53rd  St  So 
Great  Falls  MT  59405 

Yellowstone  Conser\'ation  District 
1629  Avenue  D 
Building  B  Suite  2 
Billings  MT  59102 

Yellowstone  County  Commissioners 

PO  Box  35000 

Bilhngs  MT  59107-5000 

Mar^-  V  Young 
HC  42  Box  640 
Busby  MT   59016 

Zanto  Ranch  Inc 
PO  Box  59 
HighwoodMT  59450 

Ed  Zellmer 
General  Delivery- 
HogelandMT  59529 

Rep  Tom  Zook 

HC  40 

Miles  Cit>MT  59301 
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APPENDIX  A  — Legal  Description  of  the  Big  Horn 
Canal  Tract  and  the  Veenhuis  Ranch 

Big  Horn  Canal 

Principal  Meridian  Montana 
T2S,  R33E 

Section  34:  That  portion  of  the  S'/aSWH  which  is  West  of  the  Big  Horn  Canal 56.5  acres 

That  portiim  o{  the  NE'4SW'4  which  is  West  of  the  Big  Horn  Canal 19.7  acres 

T3S,  R33E 

Section  3:  That  portion  of  the  N'/2NW'4  which  is  West  of  the  Big  Horn  Canal 51.5  acres 

Veenhuis  Ranch 

Principal  Meridian  Montana 

T4S,  R27E 

Sec.  2:  SW'4  and  Lot  4 

Sec.  3:  Lots  1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9,10,  and  1 1,  N'/zSE^,  SEi4SE'4,  SWi4SE'4 

Sec.  10:  W'/2Ei/2 

Sec.  U:  N'/2NW4,  NWi4SW'4,  S'/zNWH 

Sec.  12:  S'/2Si/2NEi4,  N'/2Ni^SEi4 

Sec.  15:  NE'4 

Sec.  16:  All 

Sec.  17:  NE'4,  SW14 

Sec.  22:  N'/zS'/z 

Sec.  24:  E'/2SWi4SE'4,  WASm,  W1/2SW4SE14 

Sec.  27:  N1/2SW4,  Sm 

Sec.  29:  SW'4NE'4,  SE'4NW4,  E'/2SWi4,  SEH,  W1/2W1/2 

Sec.  30:  W1/2SE14,  Ei/2SE'4 

Sec.  31:  Lots  6,  7,  and  8,  W1/2NE14,  NWi4SE'4 

Sec.  32:  Si/2NE'4 

Sec.  33:  W1/2NE4,  S'/2NW'4,  E'/2NE'4 

Sec.  34:  W1/2SW14,  SE'4,  W'/2NW'4 

T4S,  R28E 

Sec.  2:  Lots  1,2,3  and  4,  S'/2Ni/2,  Ni/2SW'4,  SE'4,  S1/2SW4 

Sec.  3:  Lots  1  and  2,  S1/2NE14,  N'/2SE'4,  SViSE% 

Sec.  10:  E'/2 

Sec.  11:   W1/2 

Sec.  14:  W'/2W'/2Wi/2W!/2 

Sec.  15:   E'/2,  E1/2E1/2W1/2,  E'/2E'/2W'/2E'/4Wi/2,  E'/2W>^E'/iWi/4E'/2W'/2,  Ei/2Wi/2W'/2E'/2Wi/^Ei/iW'/2 

Sec.  19:  Lot  7,  NE'4SE'4 

Sec.  20:  All 

Sec.  21:  All 

Sec.  22:  N>/2N'/2NE'4NEi4,  S'/2SW4 


Sec.  23:  NW'/4SWV4 

Sec.  27:  NW1/4,  W/iSW%,  W/iEViSWA,  NBA]<iE%SWA,  NWi/4NEi/4,W'/2SWV4NE'/4 

Sec.  28:  All 

Sec.  29:  All 

Sec.  30:  Ei/2,SWi/4 

Sec.  31:  Lots  7  and  8.  S'/iSWWE^ 

Sec.  32:  Lots  3  and  4,  EViWA,  WViEVi 

Sec.  33:  All 

Sec.  34:  NW'/4NWi/4,  NE'/4SW'/4NW'/4,  WViNW'^SW^,  WViSWANWA 

T5S,  R28E 

Sec.  4:  Lots  2,  3,  and  4,  SVzNWA,  WViSWA^m,  WiSWA,  SWASW/,,WASEVSWA 

Containing  about  11, 725.93  acres,  more  or  less  in  Big  Horn  and  Yellowstone  Counties. 
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APPENDIX  B — Notice  of  Intent  to  Amend  the  West 
HiLine  and  Judith- Valley-Phillips  Resource 
Management  Plans 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
{Docket  No.  4310- DN) 
Notice  ot  Intent 

[Montana] 

[MT-924'00- 14  30-01 -00  3E] 

Notice  of  Intent  to  Amend  the  Judith-Valley-Phillips  aiid  the  West  HiLine  Resource  Management  Plans;  Blaine  and 
Fergus  Counties,  Montana 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Interior 

ACTION:  Notice 

SUMMARY:  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  will  amend  the  Judith-Valley- 
Phillips  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  the  West  HiLine  RMP  with  respect  to  management  of  public  lands 
in  Blaine  and  Fergus  Counties.  The  BLM  proposes  exchanging  6595.68  acres  of  Federal  surface  estate  in  Blaine  and 
Fergus  Counties  for  State  trust  land  within  the  Crow  Indian  Reservation  in  Big  Horn  and  Yellowstone  Counties  as  a 
part  of  Phase  3  of  the  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  Land  Exchange.  The  Federal  land  is  legally  described  as: 
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Fergus  County 

T20N,  R19E,  PMM 

sec.  8:  NW'/4NW'/4,  SW'/4NWi/4,  WViSWH 

sec.  9:  S1/2SW1/4,  SE1/4 

sec.  15:  N'/2 

T21N,R19E.  PMM 

sec.  27:  SViSWH 

sec.  29:  S1/2SW1/4,  SE'/4 

sec.  30:  SE1/4 

sec.  31:  NV2NE1/4 

sec.  32:  NE1/4,  El/2NW^,  WViNW'^,  EViSW'/4,  WViSBA 

sec.  33:  NW1/4 

sec.  34:  Ei/2NW'/4,  SW1/4 

T22N,  R19E,  PMM 

sec.  18:  NWl/4NW^,  SViNW^,  Ni/2SW>/4,  SE^SWH,  Wi/2SEy4 

sec.  19:  NE1/4,  N1/2SE1/4,  SW'/4SEi/4,  SViSWA 

sec.  20:  NE1/4NE1/4,  W'/2NW'/4 


Acres 

160 

240 
320 


80 
240 
160 

80 
480 
160 
240 


320 
360 
120 


I* 
I* 


T22N,  R20E,  PMM 

sec.  3:  S'/2S'/2NEi/4SEi4 

sec.  10:  NW1/4NE1/4,  NViNWH 


200 
120 


Blaine  County 

T29N,R21E,  PMM 

Sec.  8:  S1/2NE1/4 

T35N,  R22E,  PMM 

Sec.  1:  SE'/4,  Ni/2SW'/4,  SE1/4SW1/4 

Sec.  2:  SVi 

Sec.  11:  W1/2 

Sec.  12:  Ni/2N'/2,  SE1/4 

T35N,  R23E,  PMM 

Sec.  7:  Lot  1 

Sec.  29:  EViSWH,  WViSEH 

Sec.  31:  NE'/4NEi/4 

Sec.  32:  Ni/2N'/2 

T35N,  R25E,  PMM 

Sec.  32:  E'/2NE'/4 

Sec.  33:  N'/2,  SW1/4,  NE'/4SEi/4 

T36N,  R24E,  PMM 

Sec.  3:  Lots  3  and  4 

Sec.  10:  NVi,  SEV4,  SE'/4SWi/4 

Sec.  14:  NV2NW1/4,  SW'/4NW'/4 

Sec.  15:  N'/2 


80 

280 
320 
320 
320 

36.88 
160 

40 
160 

80 
520 

38.80 
520 
120 
320 
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Disposal  of  the  Federal  land  described  above  was  not  analyzed  in  the  Judith-Valley-Phillips  and  West  HiLine  Resource 
Management  Plans(RMP)  and  their  associated  Environmental  Impact  Statements.   Disposal  of  the  Federal  land 
requires  that  the  specific  tracts  be  identified  in  the  land  use  plan  with  the  criteria  to  be  met  for  exchange  and  discus- 
sion of  how  the  criteria  have  been  satisfied.  This  will  be  part  of  the  plan  amendment  and  an  Environmental  Assess- 
ment will  be  prepared  to  analyze  the  effects  of  disposal. 

DATES:  Comments  and  recommendations  on  this  notice  to  amend  the  Judith- Valley-Phillips  RMP  and  the  West 
HiLine  RMP  should  be  received  on  or  before  January  10,  2000. 

ADDRESS:  Comments  should  be  sent  to  David  L.  Mari,  Field  Manager,  Lewistown  Field  Office,  P.O.  Box  1 160, 
Lewistown,  MT  59457-1160. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Loretta  Park,  Realty  Specialist,  406-538-1910. 

Date:  December  10,  1999 

/s/ David  L.  Mari 


David  L.  Mari,  Field  Manager 
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APPENDIX  C— Mineral  Report 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

MINERAL  REPORT 

107TH  MERIDIAN  SETTLEMENT 

PHASE  III  CONVEYANCE  LANDS 

MTM88990,  MTM88991,  MTM88992 


LANDS  INVOLVED 

Tracts  within  Blaine,  Big  Horn,  Carter,  Chouteau,  Custer,  Fallon,  Fergus,  Phillips,  Powder  River,  Richland,  Rosebud, 
Valley,  Yellowstone,  and  Wibaux  aggregating  47,962.07  acres 

(See  Report  Text  for  Legal  Descriptions) 

Prepared  by:  David  G.  Coppock 

hi  David  G  Coppock 
(Signature) 

Geologist/  Mineral  Appraiser 
(Title) 


June  5, 2000 

(Date) 

Technical  Approval: 

/s/  lim  Gruber 

(Signature) 

Geologist  MT92I 
(Title)   (Title) 

June  6,  2000 
(Date)  (Date) 


Management  Acknowledgment: 
hi  Howard  A.  Lemm 
(Signature) 

Acting  DSD  Resources 
June  6, 2000 
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107th  Meridian  Settlement-  Phase  III  Conveyance  Landsy   2000 
L       Conclusion  and  Recommendations 

The  conveyance  lands  contain  the  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  oil,  gas,  coal,  and  mineral  materials  resources. 
Development  potential  for  oil  and  gas  ranges  from  low  to  high.  Moderate  to  high  oil  and  gas  development  potential 
exists  on  tracts  located  in  northern  Fergus,  Richland,  Wibaux,  western  Rosebud,  Fallon,  Custer,  Carter,  and  Powder 
River  Counties.  There  are  no  producing  wells  or  leases  on  the  tracts.  Coal  of  high  development  potential  occurs 
within  the  Pine  Hills  field  on  the  tract  located  in  Custer  County  in  T  7  N.,  R.  50  E..  The  coal  is  not  likely  to  be 
developed  within  the  foreseeable  future.  There  is  no  leasable  mineral  production  on  any  of  the  subject  tracts. 

Mineral  materials  resources  are  abundant  throughout  the  region  and  have  the  potential  for  occurrence  on  the  tracts. 
There  are  no  known  pits  or  permits  on  any  of  the  subject  tracts  and  development  potential  is  unknown.  Development 
of  any  mineral  material  resources  on  the  tracts  would  he  demand-driven  and  permitting  is  discretionary.  There  are  no 
areas  of  high  demand  on  any  of  the  tracts  for  mineral  materials  at  the  present  time.  Mineral  materials  ownership 
would  remain  with  the  United  States  and  permitting  could  continue  with  coordination  with  the  State  of  Montana  as 
the  surface  owner. 

There  are  no  geologic  or  mineral-related  reasons  which  would  preclude  the  conveyance  of  surface  rights  of  the  subject 
lands  out  of  federal  ownership.  The  proposed  conveyance  would  not  interfere  with  operations  under  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act. 

11.      Introduction 

This  is  a  geology  and  mineral  potential  report  of  Public  lands  to  be  potentially  offered  to  the  State  of  Montana  as  well 
as  State  lands  to  be  acquired  by  the  United  States  and  transferred  to  the  Crow  Tribe  as  part  of  Phase  III  of  the  107th 
Meridian  Settlement.  This  conveyance  of  lands  out  of  Federal  ownership  involves  surface  estates  only;  the  mineral 
rights  will  be  retained  by  the  United  States.  State  lands  will  be  acquired  and  transferred  in  fee  simple  ownership. 

This  report  is  based  on  a  search  of  available  published  and  unpublished  data.  A  field  examination  was  not  conducted. 
The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  considering  a  proposal  to  exchange  land  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  of 
Section  206  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (43  USC  1716),  as  amended.  This  is  phase 
three  of  a  multi-phased  land  exchange  which  has  been  jointly  proposed  by  the  BLM  and  the  Montana  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  pursuant  to  Public  Law  103-444,  the  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  ot  1994. 

This  is  Phase  III  of  a  multi-phased  land  exchange  project  which  is  being  proposed  pursuant  to  the  Crow  Boundary 
Settlement  Act  of  November  2,  1994-  The  Crow  Boundary  Settlement  Act  was  enacted  in  order  to  redress  an  1891 
survey  error  whereby  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Crow  Indian  Reservation  was  erroneously  located  on-the-ground  and 
as  a  result,  the  Crow  Tribe  had  been  denied  land  granted  to  it  in  an  1868  Treaty.  After  Phase  111  has  been  completed, 
the  lands  acquired  from  the  State  of  Montana  will  be  transferred  via  a  Public  Land  Order  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  who  will  hold  the  land  in  trust  for  the  Crow  Indian  Tribe.  This  land  exchange  project  will  be 
based  on  equal  appraised  values  and  when  the  final  phase  of  the  land  exchange  effort  between  the  State  of  Montana 
and  the  United  States  is  completed,  the  appraised  values  of  the  exchanged  lands  must  be  equal. 
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III.    Lands  Involved 

PROPOSED  EXCHANGE  OF  LANDS  IN  BLAINE, 
BIG  HORN,  CARTER,  CHOUTEAU,  CUSTER,  FALLON,  FERGUS, 
PHILLIPS,  POWDER  RP/ER,  RICHLAND,  ROSEBUD,  VALLEY, 
YELLOWSTONE,  and  WIBAUX  COUNTIES  MONTANA 

MTM88990,  MTM8899I,  and  MTM88992 

The  tdllowing  described  federal  land  is  being  considered  for  exchange  by  the  United  States: 

Principal  Meridian  Montana  Acres 

Blaine  County 
T29N,R21E 

Sec.  8:  Si/iNE'/4  80.00 

T35N,  R22E 

Seel:  SE'/4,  N'/2SW'/4,  SEi/4SW'/4  280.00 

Sec.  2:  S'/2  320.00 

Sec.  11:  W'/4  320.00 

Sec.  12:  WAWA,  SEH  320.00 

T35N,  R23E 

Sec.  7:  Lot  1  36.88 

Sec.  29:  E'/iSW'/4,  WViSE^  160.00 

Sec.  31:  NE'/4NEi4  40.00 

Sec.  32:  N'/2N'/2  160.00 

T35N,  R25E 

Sec.  14:  S'/iSE'4  80.00 

Sec.  21:  E'/2  320.00 

Sec.  22:  W'/2NWy4  80.00 

Sec.  32:  E'/2NE'/4  80.00 

Sec.  33:  N'/2,  SW'/4,  NE1/4SE1/4  520.00 

T36N,  R24E 

Sec.  3:  Lots  3,4  38.80 

Sec.  10:  N'/2,  SE1/4,  SE>/4SW'/4  520.00 

Sec.  14:  N'/2NW'/4,  SW1/4NW1/4  120.00 

Sec.  15:  N'/i  320.00 

T36N,  R26E 

Sec.  19:  Lots  1,  2,  SW'4NW'/4  107.09 
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Carter  County 

T4S,  R55E 

Sec  3:  SWi/4,Wi/2SEy4 

Sec  10:  N'/2NW'/4,  SE1/4SE1/4 

Sec  14:  All 

Sec  15:  NE'4SEi4 

Sec  21:  NE'/4 


240.00 
120.00 
640.00 
40.00 
160.00 


T4S,  R56E 

Sec  29:   S1/2 


320.00 


Chouteau  County 
T21N,  R9E 
Sec.  8:  SE1/4NE1/4 


40.00 


Custer  County 

T4N,  R53E 

Sec  6:  Lots  Ml,  SViNEV^,  SEHNWH,  EViSWA,  SE'4 


757.41 


T5N,  R52E 
Sec  26:  W'/2 


320.00 


T6N,  R50E 

Sec  2:  lotsl4,  S'/2N'/2 

Sec  24:  All 


321.64 
640.00 


T6N,R51E 

Sec  6:  Lots  1,2,4,  SmNm 
Sec  30:  Lots  14,  E'/2,  E'/2Wi/2 
Sec  32:  All 


156.62 
619.80 
640.00 


T6N,  R52E 

Sec  30:  Lots  4,7,9-11,13,14,  Wi/2NE'4SWi4, 

Ei/2SE>4SW'4,  S1/2NW4SE14SW4,  SW'4SE'4SW'4 


218.97 


T6N,  R53E 

Sec  30:  Lots  1-24,  EVi 


1207.48 


T7N,  R50E 

Sec  30:  Lots  1,2,  EViEVi,  NW14NE14,  NEHNWK 

T7N,  R51E 

Sec  32:  All 

Sec  34:  W'/2 

Sec  36:  Wi/2NE>4,  SE%NBA,  NW'4SEi4 


314.75 

640.00 
320.00 
160.00 


Fallon  County 
6N,  R55E 
Sec  8:  All 


640.00 


11^ 


C-yvhKj  ^>\n^i^A,/A^t^  je'trtle>Pi^e^i^t  p^ct 


Sec  17:  All  640.00 

T6N,  R56E 

Sec  1:  lots  1-12,  S'/4  776.96 

Sec  12:  All  640.00 


Fergus  County 

T13N,R21E 

Sec.  15:  NW'/4SW'4  40.00 

Sec.  20:  SEi/4NE'/4,  SE'4  200.00 

Sec.  2 1 :  SW1/4NE1/4,  NEi/4NW'/4,  S'/^NW'/4  160.00 

Sec.  28:  NWWNWH  40.00 

Sec.  29:  N'/^NE'/4  80.00 


T20N,  R19E 

Sec.  8:  W'^W'^ 

160.00 

Sec.  9:  SE'/4,  S'^SW'/4 

240.00 

Sec.  15:  N'/J 

320.00 

T21N,R19E 

Sec.  27:  S'ASWA 

80.00 

Sec.  34:  SWi/4,E'^NWi4 

240.00 

T22N,  R18E 

Sec.  13:  NW'/4NW'/4 

40.00 

T22N,  R19E 

Sec.  9:  W'^NEi/4 

80.00 

Sec.  18:  NW'4NWi4,  S'/^NWH,  N'/iSWi4,  SE»4SW'4, 

320.00 

Wi/iSEi4 

Sec.  19:  NE'4.  N'/iSE'4,  SW>4SE'4,  S'ASWA 

400.00 

Sec.  20:  NE'4NE>4,  W'/iNWi4 

120.00 

Sec.  21:  SW14 

160.00 

T22N,  R20E 

Sec.  3:  S'AS'A,  NE14SE14 

200.00 

Sec.  4:  SE'4SWi4 

40.00 

Sec.  10:  N'/iNW'4,  NW'4NE'4 

120.00 

Sec.  15:  NW'4NW'4 

40.00 

Phillips  County 

T24N,  R26E 

Sec.  6:  Lot  3  40.11 

Sec.  7:  SW'4NE»4  40.00 

Sec.  8:  E'/iSE'4  80.00 

Sec.  20:  SW'4SWi4  40.00 

Sec.  28:  NW'4SE'4  40.00 
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Rosebud  County 

T5N,  R38E 

Sec  10:  NW1/4NW1/4,  Sl/2SW^,  NW1/4SW1/4 

T9N,  R36E 

Sec  6:  Lots  1-7,  S'/2NE'/4,  SE^NWH,  EViSWA,  SEW 


160.00 


630.00 


T10N,R36E 

Sec  30:  Lots  3,4,  EViSWA,  SBA 

Sec  32:  W'/z 


313.51 

320.00 


T12N,R32E 
Sec  24:  EVi 


320.00 


Valley  County 

T37N,  R40E 

Sec.  4:  SE1/4SW1/4 

Sec.  9:  WViNEH,  SEWE^,  EViNWA,  SWA 

T37N,  R41E 
Sec.  28:  N'/2 


12-P 


40.00 
360.00 


320.00 
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c 


Sec.  29:  W'/zNm,  W'/zSWH,  NW^SEW 
Sec.  30:  E1/2,  NE'/4NWi/4 

T24N,  R25E 

Sec.  8:  SEHSEH 

Sec.  17:  NE1/4NE1/4,  S'/2NE'/4,  NEi/4SW'/4,  SEW 

Sec.  20:  NEWNEW 

Sec.  21:  N1/2N1/2,  SWWNEH,  SEWNWW 


Powder  River  County 
T5S,  R53E 
Sec  15:  All 

T3S,  R52E 

Sec  35:  Lots  1-12,  N»/2 

TIS,  R53E 

Sec  4:  Lotsl4,  Si/2NV2,Si/2 


Richland  County 

T24N,  R53E 

Sec  30:  Lots  3,4,  E1/2SWW,  SEW 


200.00 
360.00 


40.00 
320.00 

40.00 
240.00 


640.00 


746.80 


634.10 


304.98 


Q 
C 

c 
c 

w 


T37N,  R42E 

Sec.  21:  NW'/4,  S'/2NE'/4,  E'/2SE'/4  320.00 

Sec.  35:  E'/2SW'/4,  W!/2SE'/4  160.00 


T36N,  R42E 

Sec.  2:  Lot  4,  SW'/4NW'/4  78.75 

Sec.  3:  Lotl,SE'/4NE'/4  78.75 

Sec.  23:  E'/2SE'/4  80.00 

Sec.  24:  NEy4NW'/4,  S'/2NW'/4,  SW>/4  280.00 

T36N,  R41E 

Sec.  10:  SWH,  W'/2SEi/4  240.00 

Sec.  15:  N'/2NWi/4  80.00 

T35N,  R42E 

Sec.  8:  SEi/4  160.00 

Sec.  9:  SWV4NE'/4,  SViNW^,  W'/2SWi/4  200.00 

T34N,  R40E 

Sec.  11:  SV4  320.00 

T33N,  R39E 

Sec.  1:  W1/2W1/2,  SE'/4SW'/4,  SWi/4SE'/4  240.00 

Sec.  2:  E'/2,  Ei/2NW'/4  400.00 


Wihaux  County 

T18N,R58E 

Sec  6:  Lots  1-7,  S1/2NE1/4,  SE'/4NW'/4,  E'/2SW'/4,  SE1/4  680.76 


Containing  27,104.16  acres,  more  or  less,  of  federal  land  in  Blaine,  Carter,  Chouteau,  Custer,  Fallon,  Fergus,  Phillips, 
Powder  River,  Richland,  Rosebud,  Valley,  and  Wibaux  Counties. 

The  above  described  federal  lands  have  been  segregated  from  mineral  entry  and  location  and  the  public  land  laws, 
except  for  exchange. 

For  grazing  lessees  and  permittees  ot  the  above  described  federal  land,  this  constitutes  an  official  Two- Year  Notice 
pursuant  to  43  CFR  41 10.4-2(b)  that  their  federal  grazing  privileges  may  be  reduced  as  a  result  of  this  proposed  land 
exchange. 

In  exchange  the  United  States  will  acquire  the  following  described  State  Trust  land  within  the  Crow  Indian  Reserva- 
tion trom  the  State  of  Montana: 
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Principal  Meridian  Montana 


Acres 


Yellowstone  County 
TIS,  R28E 
Sec.  4:  S!/2NW'4,  S'/z 
Sec.  16:  All 


400.00 
640.00 


T2S  R27E 
Sec.  36:  All 

T3S  R25E 

Sec.  36:  Lots  5-10,  Ei/zEVi,  SW'4SEi4 

T3S  R27E 
Sec.  16:  All 
Sec.  36:  All 

T4S  R28E 

Sec.  1:  Lots  1-4,  S'/2N'/2,  51/2 

Sec.  4:  Lotsl-4,  S1/2N1/2,  S1/2 


Big  Horn  County 
T2S  R32E 

Sec.  10:  E1/2 

Sec.  11:   W'/2,SE'/4 

T3S  R30E 
Sec.  22:  All 
Sec.  23:  All 

T3SR31E 

Sec.  6:  Lots  1-7,  S'/2NEi/4,  SEi/4NW'/4,  E'/2SWi/4,  Sm 

Sec.  7:  Lotsl-4,  E1/2,  E!/2Wi/2 

T4S  R30E 
Sec.  24:  All 

T4SR31E 
Sec.  22:  E'/2 
Sec.  23:  NE1/4 

T5S  R30E 
Sec.  9:  All 


640.00 


324.35 


640.00 
640.00 


642.47 
646.62 


320.00 
480.00 


640.00 
640.00 


625.20 
624.02 


640.00 


320.00 
160.00 


640.00 


0- 

y 
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T5SR31E 

Sec.  3:  Lotsl-4,S'/4N'^S'/i  647.20 

Sec.  21:  Nl4,SW'/4  480.00 

Sec.  28:  NW'4  160.00 

T6S  R32E 

Sec.  1:  N'/^S'/i  160.00 

T6SR33E 

Sec.  10:  All  640.00 

Sec.  22:  SE'4  160.00 

T6S  R34E 

Sec.  15:  S'/4  320.00 

Sec.  16:  All  640.00 

T6S  R35E 

Sec.  8:  m  320.00 

Sec.  9:  W>/iNW'/4,  Wi/iSEi/4,  SW'/4  320.00 

T7S  R28E 

Sec.  8:  S'/zNEH,  Si/4  400.00 

Sec.  9:  S'/4NE'/4,  Ei/iSWi/4,  SE1/4  320.00 

Sec.  10:  S'AWA,  S^A  480.00 

T7S  R32E 

Sec.  25:  S'^  320.00 

Sec.  26:  SE'/4  160.00 

Sec.  32:  NEi/4SW'/4,  S'ASWA,  SE1/4  280.00 

Sec.  36:  NE'/4  160.00 

T7S  R33E 

Sec.  29:  SV4  320.00 

Sec.  30:  Lots  3-4  82.43 

T7S  R34E 

Sec.  16:  NW'/4NW'4  40.00 

Sec.  36:  All  640.00 

T7S  R35E 

Sec.  36:  Lot  4  28.88 

T7S  R36E 

Sec.  13:  NW'/4  160.00 

T7S  R38E 

Sec.  1:  Lot  10,  SW'/4SWi/4  84.85 

Sec.  2:  S'/4SE'/4  80.00 

Sec.  12:  Lots  5  and  6  83.45 
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c^ 

T8S  R34E  r^ 

Sec.  12:  SVi  320.00 

Sec.  13:  NWi/4  160.00  ^ 

Sec.  14:  E'/z,  SW'/4  480.00  C^ 

T8S  R35E  ^ 

Sec.  16:  NE'/4NW>/4  40.00  Q^ 

T8S  R37E 

Sec.  16:  NWHSEK,  S1/2SE1/4  120.00  ^ 

C 
T9S  R33E 

Sec.  20:  S'/2  320.00  "*" 

Sec.  30:  Lots  14,  EViNWH,  NEH,  EViSWV^,  SWA  ^- 

631.56  C-^ 

Sec.  31:  Lots  1-2,  EViNW^,  NEW  316.88  ^ 

T9S  R34E  ^ 

Sec.  16:  SW'/4SWi/4,  E1/2SE1/4  120.00  ^ 

Sec.  18:  NE1/4,  NE1/4SE1/4  200.00 

Sec.  20:  S1/2NE1/4,  SE1/4  240.00 

Sec.  21:  NWHNWW,  E1/2,  Si/2NW'/4,  SW1/4  600.00 


r 


T9SR36E  -    I 

Sec.  13:  NE1/4  160.00  3    | 

▼         I 

Containing  20,857.91  acres,  more  or  less,  of  State  Trust  land  in  Yellowstone  and  Big  Horn  Counties,  Montana.  *     , 

▼     I 

IV.     Regional  Geology  '   I 

'   I 

The  study  area  is  situated  within  the  eastern  Montana  portion  of  the  Missouri  Plateau  subdivision  of  the  Great  Plains  »     i 

physiographic  province.  The  terrain  is  primarily  plains  topography  with  isolated  mountain  ranges  rising  from  the 
plains  and  stream  valleys  forming  a  dissected  landscape  of  plateaus,  breaks,  flat-bottomed  valleys,  and  rolling  prairie.  .     I 

Two  major  rivers,  the  Yellowstone  and  Missouri,  and  their  tributaries  drain  the  eastern  part  of  Montana. 

Bedrock  underlying  the  region  is  composed  of  sedimentary  strata  ranging  in  age  from  Cambrian  to  Recent  and  attains 
a  thickness  of  over  13,000  feet  above  the  crystalline  basement.  Rocks  exposed  on  the  subject  tracts  range  in  age  from 
Paleozoic  to  Recent  (Ross,  1955).  General  stratigraphy  of  the  region  is  as  follows: 

PRECAMBRIAN-  The  oldest  rocks  in  the  study  area  are  Precambrian  age  metamorphic  gneisses  and  schists,  exposed 
in  the  Little  Rocky  Mountains.  The  overlying,  late  Precambrian  Belt  Series  crops  out  in  the  Little  Belt  Mountains. 

PALEOZOIC-  During  the  Paleozoic  era,  5,000  to  10,000  feet  of  Cambrian,  Ordovician,  Silurian,  Devonian,  Mississip- 
pian,  Pennsylvanian,  and  Permian  strata  were  deposited.  The  rocks  are  predominantly  limestone  and  dolomite,  but 
sandstone  and  shale  also  occur. 
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The  oldest  rocks  exposed  on  the  siihject  tracts  are  Mississippian  in  age  and  are  comprised  of  sandstone,  shale,  and 
hmestone,  in  part  dolomitic.  Formations  arc  included  in  the  Big  Snowy  and  Madison  Groups  on  tracts  within  central 
and  south-central  Montana. 

Pennsylvanian  age  rocks  are  prolific  producers  of  petroleum  in  central  Montana.  Strata  include  limestones,  dolomites, 
sandstones  and  shales  representative  of  the  Tyler,  Minnelusa,  and  Amsden  Formations. 

Permian  and  Triassic  redbed  and  evaporite  deposits  that  include  dolomite  and  gypsum  or  anhydrite  are  exposed  in 
southern  and  central  Montana. 

MESOZOIC  'The  Mesozoic  era  is  divided  into  three  periods:  Triassic,  Jurassic  and  Cretaceous.  Toward  the  Middle 
Jurassic  time  marine  sea  spread  over  the  region  depositing  200  to  600  feet  of  sandy,  shaley  and  limey  sediments. 

The  Middle  and  Upper  Jurassic  Sawtooth  Sandstone,  Rierdtin  Formation,  and  Swift  Sandstone  are  marine  rocks  of 
the  Ellis  Group  in  western  and  west-central  Montana.  Red  mudstone,  siltstone,  sandstone,  and  gypsum  beneath  these 
marine  Jurassic  rocks,  rest  unconformably  upon  the  Permian  and  Triassic  Spearfish  Formation  in  southeastern  Mon- 
tana. These  strata  thin  westward  into  Garfield  and  Rosebud  Counties.  The  uppermost  Jurassic  Morrison  Formation 
consists  of  varied  lacustrine,  deltaic  and  fluvial  sediments  including  sandstone,  cabonates,  and  mudstone. 

The  Cretaceous  period  began  with  the  deposition  ot  the  Kootenai  Formation  which  consists  of  sandstone  and  red 
shale.  During  Late  Cretaceous  time  an  inland  sea  deposited  the  Colorado,  Claggett  and  Bearpaw  Formations.  As  the 
sea  retreated  it  deposited  the  Eagle  Sandstone  and  Judith  River  Formation.  Cretaceous  strata  in  eastern  Montana  have 
three  general  divisions:  1)  the  Colorado  Group  which  developed  during  the  first  marine  advance  and  is  about  2,000 
feet  thick;  2)  the  Montana  Group,  about  1,500  feet  thick,  deposited  during  multiple  marine  advances  and  retreats 
containing  several  different  formations;  and  3)  the  Hell  Creek  Formation,  about  700  feet  thick,  deposited  after  the 
complete  retreat  of  the  sea  as  a  series  of  sediments  laid  down  east  of  the  rising  Rocky  Mountains.  Several  Cretaceous 
formations  contain  coal  and  bentonite  beds. 

CENOZOIC-  The  Cenozoic  Era  extended  from  66  million  years  to  the  present.  The  era  is  divided  into  the  Tertiary 
and  Quaternary  Periods. 

Early  Tertiary  time  was  a  period  of  intense  volcanism  and  mountain  building  in  the  region.  The  region  is  broken  by 
isolated  centers  of  intrusive  and/or  extrusive  igneous  activity.  The  Bearpaw,  Little  Rocky,  Highwood,  Little  Belt, 
Judith,  Big  and  Little  Snowy,  and  North  and  South  Mocassin  Mountains  are  example  of  uplifts  formed  in  this  manner. 

Tertiary  sedimentary  rocks  include  the  Fort  Union  Formation  which  is  the  most  prominent  formation  in  the  region. 
The  Paleocene  Fort  Union  is  made  up  of  three  members,  in  ascending  order,  the  Tullock,  Lebo  and  Tongue  River. 
The  Tullock  Member  is  composed  of  a  sequence  ot  yellow  sandstone,  sandy  shale,  carbonaceous  shale  and  numerous, 
thin,  impure  coal  beds.  The  depositional  environment  of  the  Tullock  was  continental  and  the  abundant  swamps 
associated  with  deposition  produced  coal  of  poor  commercial  quality.  The  thickness  of  the  Tullock  is  generally  40  to 
500  feet  in  this  part  ot  Montana. 

The  Lebo  Member  is  a  dark  gray  shale  ranging  in  thickness  from  125  to  1,000  feet.  It  contains  no  known  minerals  of 
economic  importance. 

The  Tongue  River  Member  is  composed  of  yellow  sandstone,  buff  sandy  shale,  carbonaceous  shale,  coal  and  clinker. 
The  Tongue  River  ranges  in  thickness  from  450  to  1,000  feet  in  the  area.  Commercial  coal  is  available  in  this  member 
within  the  region  (Balster,  1971). 
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V      Local  Geology 

Federal  Lands 


Carter  County- 


Chouteau  County- 

The  tract  in  Chouteau  County  is  situated  north  of  the  High  wood  Mountains.  It  is  underlain  hy  shale  and  sandstone 
of  the  Cretaceous  Colorado  Group.  The  area  contains  numerous  Tertiary  intrusive  bodies,  however,  none  are  known 
to  occur  on  the  tract. 


1^ 


The  youngest  Tertiary  rocks  are  the  Flaxville  gravels  found  in  the  northern  part  of  the  study  area.  The  Flaxville 

gravels  (Upper  Pliocene)  consist  of  yellow  to  ash-gray  gravel,  clay  and  sand  with  local  marl  and  volcanic  ash.  The 

gravels  are  made  up  of  chert,  moss  agates,  quartz,  volcanic  pebbles  and  various  other  rock  types.  (^ 


During  the  Quaternary  period,  two  major  glacial  advances  occurred.  The  ice  blocked  many  ot  the  north-flowing  rivers 

in  the  region,  creating  large  glacial  lakes  across  central  Montana.  As  the  ice  melted,  its  load  of  soil  and  rock  material 

was  deposited  over  most  of  northern  Montana,  filling  the  pre-glacial  valleys  and  covering  the  upland  plains  with  ^ 

glacial  drift  or  morraines  consisting  of  gravels,  sand,  and  clay;  but  characterized  by  numerous  large  boulders  of  igneous  ^ 

rock.  These  glacial  deposits  cover  most  of  the  area  north  of  the  Missouri  River  and  vary  in  thickness  from  several  feet 

to  several  hundred  feet. 


Or 


Erosion  from  mountains  or  from  re-worked  glacial  deposits,  occurs  at  several  levels  above  current  drainages.  Alluvium 

of  Quaternary  Age  and  terrace  deposits  of  Quaternary  and  Tertiary  age,  which  occur  throughout  much  of  the  region, 

are  composed  of  interbedded  clay,  silt,  sand  and  gravel,  and  make  up  the  youngest  geologic  units  in  the  area.  Terraces  V- 

occur  mainly  near  the  valley  sides  and  uplands  along  the  major  rivers  in  the  region.  Alluvium  is  thickest  along  the  Q; 

Missouri  and  Yellowstone  Rivers  and  their  major  tributaries,  but  is  present  along  many  smaller  streams.  Glacial  drift  ^ 

of  Wisconsin  Age,  principally  occurs  in  the  northern  part  of  the  region.  The  ground  moraine  consists  of  a  compact 

mixture  of  clay,  silt,  sand,  pebbles,  cobbles,  and  boulders.  Outwash  deposits  resulting  from  receding  glacial  ice  are  W 

present  in  channels  that  have  eroded  into  the  moraine  (Denson  and  Gill,  1965).  Q 

Or 
Or 

Blaine  County-  ^ 

Q 

The  tract  in  T  29  N.,  R..  21  E.,  is  located  along  the  eastern  flanks  of  the  Bearpaw  Mountains.  It  is  underlain  by  the 

Upper  Cretaceous  Judith  River  Formation.  Tertiary  intrusives  occur  to  the  east  and  south  of  the  tract,  however,  none  >r 

are  known  to  occur  on  the  tract.  Q. 

The  other  group  of  tracts,  located  in  northern  Blaine  County,  lie  within  the  Hogeland  Basin.  They  are  underlain  ^ 

primarily  by  the  Upper  Cretaceous  Fox  Hills  Sandstone  and  the  Tertiary  Fort  Union  Formation  which  are  concealed  W 

in  many  places  by  the  Pliocene  Flaxville  Gravel.  Q" 

The  Carter  County  tracts,  situated  off  the  north  end  of  the  Black  Hills  Uplift,  are  underlain  by  the  Upper  Cretaceous  Q 

Pierre  Shale  and  Fox  Hills  Sandstone.  r' 
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Ciister  Coiinty- 

The  Custer  Count>'  tracts  are  underlain  by  the  Tertiars'  Fort  Union  Formation.  Tracts  near  the  Powder  River  may 
have  some  occurrence  ot  Quaternary  allu\ial  deposits.  The  tracts  are  structurally  situated  near  the  Miles  City  Arch, 
north  of  the  Powder  River  Basin  and  northwest  of  the  Black  Hills  Uplift. 

Fallon  County- 

The  Fallon  County  tracts  are  underlain  by  the  Tertiary  Fort  Union  Formation.  The  tracts  are  situated  near  the 
northwestern  extension  of  the  Ekalaka  Syncline. 

The  Fallon  County  tracts  in  T.  3  N.,  R  59  E.,  and  T.  4  N.,  R.  60  E.,  are  from  10  to  15  miles  southwest  from  oil  and  gas 
production  associated  with  the  Cedar  Creek  Anticline.  The  Ordovician  Red  River,  Silurian  Interlake,  and  Mississip- 
pian  Mission  Canyon  formations  are  the  primary  producers  there.  There  has  been  no  production  in  either  of  the 
subject  townships  and  several  dry  holes  have  been  reported.  The  nearest  reported  shows  were  firom  a  Red  River  test  in 
section  2 1 ,  T.  4  N.,  R.  60  E.,  2  to  3  miles  north  and  northwest  of  the  tracts.  The  tracts  are  considered  to  have  high  to 
moderate  development  potential  for  oil  and  gas. 

Fergus  County- 

Tracts  in  southern  Fergus  County,  located  in  T.  13  N.,  R.  21  E.,  are  underlain  primarily  by  rocks  of  Mississippian 
through  Jurassic  in  age.  They  are  situated  off  the  northeastern  flanks  ot  the  Big  Snowy  Uplift. 

Tracts  in  northern  Fergus  County,  Twps.  20-22  N.,  Rgs.  18-20  E.,  are  generally  underlain  by  Cretaceous  strata  from  the 
Bearpaw  and  Judith  River  Formations.  The  tracts  are  situated  half-way  between  the  Little  Rocky  Mountains,  to  the 
north,  and  the  Judith  Mountains,  to  the  south,  near  the  northern  extension  of  the  Blood  Creek  Syncline.  The  area  is 
characterized  by  many  normal  faults  which  form  concentrically  some  distance  from  the  Little  Rocky  Mountains. 

Phillips  Coiinty- 

The  Phillips  County  tracts  are  underlain  by  Upper  Cretaceous  strata  comprised  primarily  of  the  Colorado,  Bearpaw 
and  Judith  River  Formations.  The  area  is  characterized  by  a  structural  high  formed  by  intrusives  associated  with  the 
Little  Rocky  Mountains.  The  tracts  are  situated  off  the  southeast  flanks  of  the  mountains. 

Poivder  River  County- 

The  Powder  River  tracts  are  underlain  by  the  Cretaceous  Pierre  and  Tertiary  Fort  Union  Formations.  The  tracts  are 
structurally  situated  along  the  northwestern  extension  of  the  Black  Hills  Uplift  near  the  northern  end  of  the  Powder 
River  Basin. 

RichLind  Coiinty- 

This  tract  is  underlain  by  the  Tertiary  Fort  Union  Formation.  It  is  located  in  the  western  portion  of  the  Williston 
Basin,  southeast  of  the  Poplar  Dome  and  south  of  the  Brockton-Froid  Fault  Zone. 

Rosebud  County- 

The  Rosebud  County  tracts  are  all  underlain  by  the  upper  Cretaceous  Bearpaw  Shale.  The  tract  in 

T  5  N.,  R.  38  E.,  is  situated  south  of  Porcupine  Dome  and  the  Vananda  Fault.  Tracts  in  Twps.  9  and  10  N.,  R.  36  E., 


are  located  off  the  western  flank  of  Porcupine  Dome  and  along  the  northern  limb  of  the  Sumatra  Anticline.  TTie  tract 
in  T.  12  N.,  R.  32  E.,  is  situated  on  the  northern  limb  of  the  Sumatra  Anticline  near  the  Stensvad  and  High  Five 
oilfields  (Pennsylvanian  Tyler  Formation  reservoirs). 

Valley  County- 

The  Valley  County  tracts  are  underlain  by  the  Upper  Cretaceous  Hell  Creek  and  Tertiary  Fort  Union  Formations. 
These  strata  are  concealed  in  places  by  the  Tertiary  Flaxville  Gravel.  Structurally,  the  tracts  are  located  in  the  western 
portion  of  the  Williston  Basin  and  and  near  the  axis  of  the  northwest-southeast  trending  Opheim  Syncline. 

Wibaux  County- 

This  tract  is  underlain  by  the  Tertiary  Fort  Union  Formation.  It  is  located  in  the  west-central  portion  of  the  Williston 
Basin,  northeast  of  the  Cedar  Creek  Anticline. 


State  of  Montana  Lands 

Yellowstone  County- 

The  Yellowstone  County  tracts  are  underlain  by  Cretaceous  sedimentary  rocks  of  the  Colorado  and  Montana  Groups. 
Formations  exposed  on  the  tracts  include  the  Telegraph  Creek,  Claggett,  Mowry.  Structurally,  the  tracts  are  situated 
north  of  the  Pryor  Mountains  Uplift,  and  south  of  the  Lake  Basin  Fault  Zone  near  the  northeastern  end  of  the 
Fromberg  Fault  Zone. 

Big  Horn  County- 

The  Big  Horn  County  tracts  cover  an  area  affected  by  the  Pryor  Mountains  and  Big  Horn  Uplifts  in  the  western  and 
southern  parts  of  the  county.  Strata  exposed  on  the  tracts  range  in  age  from  Mississippian  through  Tertiary.  Mississip- 
pian,  Pennsylvanian,  Permian,  Triassic  and  Jurassic  rocks  are  exposed  primarily  on  tracts  in  Twps.  5-7  S.,  Rgs.  28-32 
E.,  where  they  are  exposed  by  the  Big  Horn  River  where  it  has  deeply  cut  through  the  eastern  part  of  the  Pryor  Moun- 
tains. Cretaceous  and  Tertiary  rocks  are  exposed  in  western  and  southern  Big  Horn  County  in  groups  of  tracts  west  of 
the  city  of  Hardin  and  near  the  Montana-Wyoming  border  where  they  begin  to  grade  into  the  Powder  River  Basin. 

VI.     Mineral  Occurrence  and  Development  Potential 

The  subject  tracts  have  occurrence  potential  for  oil,  gas,  coal,  and  mineral  materials  resources,  however  development 
potential  varies  widely,  from  low  to  high,  between  the  tracts. 

Oil  and  Gas- 

All  of  the  subject  tracts  are  prospectively  valuable  for  oil  and  gas  resources  with  moderate  to  high  occurrence  poten- 
tial. Development  potential  ranges  from  low  to  high.  Tracts  considered  to  have  moderate  to  high  development 
potential  for  oil  and  gas  are  discussed  below. 

Blaine  County-  The  central  Blaine  County  tract  is  located  approximately  15  miles  southeast  of  the  Bowes  field.  The 
northeastern  Blaine  County  tracts  are  located  approximately  30  to  35  miles  west  of  the  Bowdoin  Dome  gas  field.  The 
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Rowdinn  Dome,  located  in  north-central  Phillips  County,  wm  discovered  in  191  3,  and  has  expanded  to  include  a 
roughly  circular  area,  50  miles  in  diameter,  with  over  800  active  wells.  The  gas-producing  field  has  more  wells  than 
any  other  field  in  this  part  of  Montana.  The  Rlainc  County  tracts  arc  considered  to  have  high  development  potential 
tor  gas. 

Fergus  County-   The  northern  Fergus  County  tracts  are  near  the  Leroy  gas  field.  Tracts  with  the  greatest  potential  are 
those  in  T  22  N.,  Rges.  18-20  E.,  immediately  south  of  the  field.  The  Leroy  field  was  discovered  in  1968,  hut  many  of 
the  wells  were  shut-in  after  completion  due  to  rough  terrain  and  low  demand  and  prices  of  natural  gas.  The  field  is 
situated  on  the  southern  tlank  of  the  Bearpaw  Arch,  an  anticlinal  uplift  that  contains  abundant  Tertiary  volcanics  and 
exposed  sedimentary  rocks  of  Cretaceous,  Jurassic,  and  Mississippian  ages.  The  Upper  Cretaceous  Eagle  Sandstone  is 
the  productive  zone  in  the  Leroy  field  (Rowley,  1985). 

Richland  and  Wibaux  County  Tracts- 

These  tracts  are  considered  to  have  high  oil  and  gas  occurrence  potential.  Regional  geologic  mapping  and  drilling 
indicates  more  than  13,000  feet  of  sedimentary  section  in  the  area.  The  source  rocks  and  reservoirs  are  proven  by  the 
number  of  producing  oil  and  gas  wells  in  this  area. 

The  following  horizons  are  productive  throughout  the  area:  1)  the  Mississipian  Mission  Canyon  Formation,  2)  the 
Mississippian/  Devonian  Bakken  Formation,  3)  the  Devonian  Nisku  Formation,  4)  the  Devonian  Duperow  Formation, 
5)  the  Devonian  Winnipegosis  Formation,  6)  the  Ordovician  Gunton  Formation,  and  7)  the  Ordovician  Red  River 
Formation.  It  is  this  mutiple  pay  potential  that  gives  this  area  of  Montana  such  high  development  potential  despite 
the  depth  of  most  of  these  wells  (Long,  1989). 

Tlie  Richland  County  tract  in  T.  24  N.,  R.  53  E.,  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  the  Charlie  Creek,  Spring  Lake, 
and  Spring  Lake  West  fields.  Producing  formations  there  are  the  Mississippian  Bakken,  Devonian  Nisku  and 
Duperow  and  Odovician  Red  River.  No  wells  have  been  drilled  on  the  subject  tract  or  within  the  township. 

The  Wibaux  County  tract  in  T  18  N.,  R.  58  E.,  lies  just  east  of  the  South  Bums  Creek  field  and  northeast  of  the  Krug 
Creek  field.  The  Bums  Creek  and  South  Bums  Creek  fields  are  primarily  Ordovician  Red  River  producers.  Trapping 
mechanism  is  structural  and  depths  are  over  1 1,000  feet.  No  drilling  has  occurred  on  the  subject  tract.  Two  wells 
drilled  within  the  township  were  dry  holes  and  were  plugged  and  abandoned  (Montana  Geological  Society,  1985). 

Rosebud  County  Tract-  This  tract,  located  in  western  Rosebud  County,  is  within  close  proximity  to  the  Sumatra, 
Stensvad,  High  Five  and  Rattler  Butte  fields  in  the  Central  Montana  Trough.   Production  in  this  area  is  primarily 
associated  with  the  Pennsylvanian  Tyler  Sandstone  in  a  combination  structural-stratigraphic  traps.  Oil  reservoirs 
consist  of  a  number  of  different  age  fluvial  channel  and  point  bar  sands.  Structure  is  instrumental  in  localizing  accu- 
mulatitins  arid  establishing  the  oil-water  contacts  in  the  various  pools  (Welch,  1985). 

The  tract  is  situated  along  the  northem  side  of  the  Sumatra  Anticline.  It  is  approximately  1  mile  northwest  of  the 
Rattler  Butte  field,  5  miles  north  of  the  Sumatra  field  and  5  miles  northeast  of  the  High  Five  field.  Several  dry  holes  in 
the  section  have  been  plugged  and  abandoned.  There  are  no  current  leases  on  the  tract. 

Custer,  Carter,  Fallon  and  Powder  River  County  Tracts- 

The  tracts  within  Custer,  Carter  and  Powder  River  Counties  are  all  considered  to  have  high  oil  and  gas  occurrence 
potential.  Mapping  and  drilling  indicate  over  10,000  feet  of  sedimentary  sectitm  in  the  area.  The  source  rocks  and 
reservoirs  are  proven  by  the  number  of  producing  oil  and  gas  wells  in  this  area  . 
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Most  production  in  the  area  is  associated  with  the  Cedar  Creek  AnticUne,  which  crosses  northeastern  Fallon  County.  ^ 

Primary  targets  there  have  been  the  Cretaceous  Eagle  gas  sands  and  the  oil-bearing  Ordovician  Red  River  Formation.  ^ 

Another  productive  area,  the  Bell  Creek  field  in  southeastern  Powder  River  County,  is  a  mature.  Cretaceous  Muddy  ^ 

Sandstone  oil-  producing  field  (Long,  1989).  ^ 

c 

The  Custer  County  tracts  in  T.  6  N.,  R  53  E.,  have  no  nearby  production.  The  nearest  exploration  was  a  well  1  mile 

to  the  northeast,  drilled  to  the  Upper  Jurassic  Swift  Formation.  Drillstem  tests  taken  in  the  Cretaceous  Muddy 

Sandstone  reported  no  shows.  The  subject  tracts  are  considered  to  have  moderate  development  potential.  C 

c 
c 

The  Fort  Union  Formation  contains  deposits  of  coal  throughout  the  region.  Tracts  which  are  underlain  by  the  Fort  C 

Union,  primarily  those  in  Rosebud,  Custer,  Carter,  and  Powder  River  Counties,  are  considered  to  have  high  occur-  ^ 
rence  potential  for  coal.  The  only  tracts  with  high  development  potential,  which  contain  coal  resources  of  economic 

importance,  are  located  in  Custer  County  in  T  7  N.,  R.  50  E..       Those  tracts  are  located  within  the  Pine  Hills  coal  * 

field  where  the  Dominy  Bed  occurs  in  minahle  thicknesses.  ^ 

The  Dominy  Bed  is  approximately  17  feet  thick  with  less  than  150  feet  of  overburden  on  most  of  the  tract  (Matson,  ^, 

1973).  Coal  reserves  are  not  likely  to  be  developed  within  the  foreseeable  future.  Transfer  of  surface  ownership  of  ^*' 

that  tract  to  the  State  of  Montana  would  not  likely  result  in  surface  owner  non-consent  which  would  preclude  future  ^ 

federal  coal  leasing.  r" 


Coal- 


Mineral  Materials- 
Mineral  materials  resources  are  derived  from  a  variety  of  sources  throughout  the  region.  Most  of  the  tracts  have  some 
potential  for  mineral  materials  related  to  surficial  deposits.  In  southeastern  and  extreme  eastern  Montana,  there  is  a 
common  mineral  material  resource  locally  referred  to  as  scoria.  Scoria  deposits  are  a  result  of  baking  or  fusing  of 
overlying  rock  from  burning  coal  beds.  Scoria  is  associated  with  most  coal  deposits  and  is  widely  available  where  the 
coal-bearing  Tertiary  Fort  Union  Formation  is  present.  Tracts  with  potential  for  scoria  deposits  are  those  located  in 
Rosebud,  Custer,  Carter,  Wibaux,  Richland  and  Powder  River  counties. 

The  State  of  Montana  tracts,  located  in  Big  Horn  and  Yellowstone  counties,  have  potential  for  the  occurrence  of 
mineral  materials  sources  related  primarily  to  Tertiary  terrace  deposits  formed  off  the  flanks  of  the  Pryor-Big  Horn 
Uplift. 

Tracts  in  Blaine,  Phillips,  and  Valley  counties  have  potential  sources  of  mineral  materials  associated  with  the  Tertiary 
age  Flaxville  gravels.  The  Flaxville  gravels  (Upper  Pliocene)  consist  of  yellow  to  ash-gray  gravel,  clay  and  sand  with 
local  marl  and  volcanic  ash.  The  gravels  are  made  up  of  chert,  moss  agates,  quartz,  volcanic  pebbles  and  various 
other  rock  types. 

Development  potential  for  mineral  materials  resources  on  the  subject  tracts  is  unknown.  There  are  no  known  pits  or 
current  permits  for  operations  on  any  of  the  tracts.  Development  of  mineral  materials  on  any  of  the  tracts  is  demand- 
driven  and  could  occur  if  sufficient  demand  were  present.  However,  exploration,  sampling  and  testing  would  be 
necessary  in  order  to  determine  the  nature,  quality  and  extent  of  mineral  materials  deposits  suitable  for  construction 
purposes. 
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APPENDIX  D  — 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  candidatey  threatened  and  endangered 
speciesy  ELM  species  of  special  concerny  and  ELM  watch  species 

The  following  is  a  list  of  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  candidate,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  BLM  species  of 
special  concern,  and  RLM  watch  species  that  have  some  prohahility  of  occurring  on  one  or  more  exchange  land  sites. 

Common  Name 
'iAammcA.s 

black-tailed  prairie  dog 

black-tooted  terret 

Merriam's  shrew 

Preble's  shrew 

spotted  bat 

swift  fox 

Townsend's  big-eared  bat 

mrds 

Baird's  sparrow 
bald  eagle 
burrowing  owl 
dickcissel 
ferruginous  hawk 
hair>'  woodpecker 
interior  least  tern 
LeConte's  sparrow 
loggerhead  shrike 
mountain  plover 
peregrine  falcon 
sage  sparrow 
Swainson's  hawk 
Whooping  Crane 

Reptiles 

snapping  turtle 
spiny  softshell  turtle 

pallid  sturgeon 
sicklefin  chub 
sturgeon  chub 

V\ants 

smooth  goosefoot 
bractless  mentzelia 

BLM  SSC  =  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Species  of  Special  Concern 
FWS  C  =  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Candidate 

PX^S  E  =  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Endangered 


Scientific  Name 

Status* 

C^^inoni^s  luAoviciamiS, 

BLM  SSC  FWS  C 

W\is,ic\a  ni'gripes 

FWSE 

'S>arex  mtrdamx 

BLM  SSC 

'Syore.x  preblei 

BLM  SSC 

Eudemm  maculatum 

BLM  SSC 

Vulpes  velox 

BLM  SSC 

Plecotus  toumsendii 

BLM  SSC 

Ammodramus  baidii 

BLM  SSC 

Haliaeetus  leitcocephalus 

FWST 

Athene  cimicularia 

BLM  SSC 

Spiza  americana 

BLM  SSC 

Buteo  regalis 

BLM  SSC 

Picoides  villosus 

BLM  SSC 

Sterna  antillanim 

FWSE 

Ammodramus  leconteii 

BLM  SSC 

Lanius  ludovicianus 

BLM  SSC 

Charadriiis  montanus 

BLM  SSC  FWS  C 

Falco  peregrinus 

FWST 

Amphispiza  belli 

BLM  SSC 

Buteo  sivainsoni 

BLM  SSC 

Gris  americana 

FWSE 

Chehdra  serpentina 

BLM  SSC 

Trionyx  spiniferus 

BLM  SSC 

ScaphirhynchiLS  albus 

FWSE 

Macrhybopsis  meeki 

BLM  SSC  FWS  C 

Macrhyhopsis  gelida 

BLM  SSC  FWS  C 

Chenopodiiim  siibglabrum 

BLM  W 

Mentrelia  nuda 

BLMW 

BLM  W  =  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Watch 
FWS  T  =  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Threatened 


'P^A<re  5  B-^cluu^ve 


ISS 


I5t 


^rvK/  Sv-i^i*/^^  Sititlen^ei^i  A^^ 


APPENDIX  E— DNRC  Policy  On  Ground  Breaking 

SURFACE  MANAGEMENT  BUREAU 

Management  Memo:  SM  93-5-1  Last  Update:  5/24/93. 

Subject:       PROCEDURES  FOR  GRANTING  LAND  BREAKING  Updated  hy:  KC 

ON  STATE  TRUST  LAND 

Author:        Grady,  Dirkson,  Aberg,  Chappell  Status:  -FINAL- 


/.  AUTHORITY 

The  authority'  for  the  Department  to  grant  a  lessee  of  State  lands  the  right  to  cultivate  such  lands  is  contained  in  ' 
77-6-209,  MCA  and  26.3.136,  ARM.  A  lessee  that  desires  to  cultivate  any  part  of  the  land  they  hold  under  lease  shall 
make  written  application  to  the  Department.  The  request  shall  include  a  map  showing  acreage  location,  Section, 
Township,  Range,  Lease  Number  and  Counr\-. 

Reclassification  from  Class  I  (grazing)  to  Class  3  (agriculture)  requires  completion  of  a  capability  inventory 
pursuant  to  '  77-1-403,  MCA.  The  capability  inventory  shall  be  made  prior  to  reclassification  and  shall  include 
information  on  the  following: 

1.  Soils  Capability 

2.  Vegetation 

3.  Wildlife  Use 

4-   Mineral  Characteristics 

5.  Public  Use 

6.  Aesthetic  Values 
7  .  Cultural  Values 

8.  Surrounding  Land  Use 

9.  Any  other  resources,  zoning  or  planning  information  related  to  the  classification. 

Additional  Information  that  should  be  included: 

1.  Soils  data,  topographic  and  aerial  map 

2.  Written  response  from  MT  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks,  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and/or  Conser\'ation  District 

3.  Appropriate  MEPA  Document 

4.  Area  Land  or  Unit  Office  special  stipulations 

5.  Area  Land  or  Unit  Office  recommendations 

6.  Recreational  Use  or  Potential 


//.   GOALS 

It  is  the  goal  of  the  Department  to  allow  the  tillage  of  State  lands  for  agricultural  purposes  using  acceptable  tillage 
methods,  conservation  practices  and  specified  criteria  in  order  to  generate  the  greatest  income  to  the  Trust  and  to 
protect  the  long  term  productivity  of  the  trust  resources. 
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///.    OBJECTIVES 

To  review  all  applications  for  breaking  requests  of  State  land  in  a  systematic  manner. 

To  remain  in  compliance  with  current  and  future  Farm  Bill  policies  that  will  provide  for  the  greatest  protection  of 
the  land  resources  and  sustaining  the  greatest  yield  to  the  lessee  and  the  Trust. 


To  evaluate  the  conditions  on  the  State  lands  being  considered  for  agricultural  crops  based  on  the  highest  and  best 


use. 


IV.   PROCEDURES 

All  break  requests  for  native  sod  on  State  land  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Department  in  writing  and  shall  outline 
the  proposed  action.  Only  Land  Capability  Class  III  or  better  will  be  considered  for  breaking  on  native  sod.  In 
general,  small  suitable  areas  scattered  throughout  a  section  of  rangeland  will  not  qualify  for  agricultural  classification. 
However,  small  areas  of  suitable  land  may  be  broken  if  a  more  workable  field  with  adjacent  lands  is  the  result.  These 
situations  must  be  handled  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

For  dryland  farming  methods,  the  following  requirements  for  breaking  must  be  met: 

1.  The  soils  must  be  20  inches  or  more  in  depth  over  shale,  and  bedrock. 

2.  The  slopes  must  not  be  greater  than  8%. 

3.  The  soil  texture  should  be  loams  through  light  clay. 

4.  There  should  not  be  over  35%  coarse  fragments  throughout  the  soil  profile. 

5.  The  water  table  must  be  at  least  30  inches  below  the  surface  during  the  growing    season. 

6.  Saline  or  alkali  conditions  must  be  no  more  than  slight  as  determined  through  soil  testing  and  as  suggested  by 
soil  surface  conditions. 

7.  There  must  be  no  known  saline  seep  potential,  nor  any  potential  to  be  a  recharge  area  above  an  area  showing 
signs  of  salinity. 

8.  Annual  precipitation  must  be  at  least  10  inches  per  year. 

9.  The  soils  must  not  be  subject  to  flooding  or  surface  ponding  during  the  regular  growing  season. 

10.  Soils  having  the  potential  for  extreme  wind  or  water  erosion  shall  not  be  broken  even  though  the  soil  is 
Capability  Class  III. 

1 1 .  Drainage  areas  must  always  be  maintained  in  permanent  grass  waterways  or  by  acceptable  conservation 
practices. 

For  irrigation  farming  methods,  the  following  requirements  for  breaking  must  be  met: 

1 .  Soil  textures  must  be  loams  through  clay  of  less  than  50%  clay  fraction. 

2.  The  available  water  holding  capacity  of  the  soil  is  three  inches  or  more,  within  the  first  24  inches  of  the  soil 
profile. 

3.  There  should  not  be  over  35%  coarse  fragments  throughout  the  profile. 

4-     The  slopes  must  not  be  greater  than  8%  on  sprinkler  irrigation  systems  and  4%  on  flood  irrigation  systems. 

5.  The  soils  must  be  at  least  six  feet  in  depth  over  shale  or  bedrock  and  must  have  drainage  potential. 

6.  TTie  water  table  must  be  at  least  40  inches  below  the  surface  during  the  growing  season. 

7.  Saline  or  alkali  conditions  must  be  no  more  than  slight  with  good  drainage  and  adequate,  suitable  irrigation 
water  must  be  available. 
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8.  There  must  be  no  known  saline  seep  potential  nor  any  potential  to  be  a  recharge  area  above  an  area  showing 
signs  of  salinity'. 

9.  The  soils  must  not  be  subject  to  tliniding  or  surface  ponding  during  the  regular  growing  season. 

All  State  Lands  Other  Than  Native  Sod 

For  lands  other  than  native  sod,  breaking  will  require  them  to  be  a  Capability  Class  III  or  better  and  the  criteria 
outlined  under  native  sod  must  be  met.  Those  lands  with  Capability  Class  IV  could  be  reviewed  and  accepted,  only  if 
meeting  the  following  criteria: 

For  dryland  farming  methods,  the  following  requirements  for  breaking  must  be  met: 


1.  The  soils  must  be  60  inches  or  more  in  depth  over  shale,  and  bedrock. 

2.  The  slopes  must  not  be  greater  than  8%. 

3.  The  soil  texture  should  be  loams  through  clay. 

4-     TTiere  should  not  be  over  35%  coarse  fragments  throughout  the  soil  profile. 

5.  Soils  must  have  a  soil  loss  tolerance  (T)  factor  ot  5  tons/acres/year. 

6.  Tillage  of  the  soils  must  be  done  in  such  a  manner  that  the  combined  wind  and  water  erosion  have  a  soil  loss 
tolerance  (T)  factor  not  greater  than  5  tons/acre/year. 

7.  Soils  must  have  a  Wind  Erodibility  Group  (WEG)  value  not  less  than  4- 

8.  Soils  must  be  capable  ot  producing  greater  than  20  bushels  per  acre  spring  wheat  as  determined  by  SCS  land 
capability  classes  and  yield  per  acre  of  crops  and  pasture  data. 

9.  The  water  table  must  be  at  least  20  inches  below  the  surface  during  the  growing  season. 

10.  Saline  or  alkali  conditions  must  be  no  more  than  slight  as  determined  through  soil  testing  and  as  suggested  by 
soil  surface  conditions. 

1 1.  There  must  be  no  known  saline  seep  potential,  nor  any  potential  to  be  a  recharge  area  above  an  area  showing 
signs  of  salinity. 

12.  Annual  precipitation  must  be  at  least  10  inches  per  year. 

13.  The  soils  must  not  be  subject  to  flooding  or  surface  ponding  during  the  regular  growing  season. 

14.  Drainage  areas  must  always  be  maintained  in  permanent  grass  waterways  or  by  acceptable  conservation 
practices. 

For  irrigation  farming  methods,  the  following  requirements  for  breaking  must  be  met: 


1.  Soil  textures  must  be  loams  through  clay  of  less  than  50%  clay  fraction. 

2.  The  available  water  holding  capacity-  of  the  soil  is  three  inches  or  more,  within  the  first  24  inches  of  the  soil 
profile. 

3.  There  should  not  be  over  35%  coarse  fragments  throughout  the  profile. 

4-     The  slopes  must  not  be  greater  than  8%  on  sprinkler  irrigation  systems  and  4%  on  flood  irrigation  systems. 

5.  TTie  soils  must  be  at  least  six  feet  in  depth  over  shale  or  bedrock  and  must  have  drainage  potential. 

6.  The  water  table  must  be  at  least  40  inches  below  the  surface  during  the  growing  season. 

7.  Saline  or  alkali  conditions  must  be  no  more  than  slight  with  good  drainage  and  adequate,  suitable  irrigation 
water  must  be  available. 

8.  There  must  be  no  known  saline  seep  potential  nor  any  potential  to  be  a  recharge  area  above  an  area  showing 
signs  of  salinity. 

9.  The  soils  must  not  be  subject  to  flooding  or  surface  ponding  during  the  regular  growing  season. 

If  the  place  of  use  for  the  irrigation  water  is  located  on  State  lands,  the  water  right  must  be  filed  in  the  name  of 
the  State.  Special  considerations  should  be  noted  on  the  lease  if  the  source  of  water  is  not  located  on  State  lands. 
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Department  Review 


All  break  requests,  whether  submitted  to  the  main  office  in  Helena  or  the  Area  Land  Office,  shall  be  initially 
addressed  by  the  Area  Land  Office  in  which  the  lease  is  located.  All  land  breaking  requests  must  be  evaluated  by  an 
on-the-ground  inspection  to  assure  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Trust  are  being  served. 

Upon  receipt  of  the  land  breaking  request,  the  Area  Land  Office  shall  contact  the  appropriate  Conservation 
District  or  SCS  office  for  any  input  that  may  be  required  or  useful.  Data  such  as  maps,  aerial  photographs,  range 
evaluations,  soils  information  and  other  pertinent  data  should  be  reviewed  before  completing  the  land  breaking 
proposal.  Other  appropriate  agencies,  including  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  shall  be  contacted  re- 
questing a  written  response  of  any  concerns  regarding  the  land  breaking  request.  The  appropriateness  of  all  comments 
shall  be  evaluated  and  considered  before  the  request  to  break  the  land  is  approved.  If  the  request  for  breaking  the  land 
is  obviously  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Trust  and/or  if  the  land  is  not  suitable  for  agricultural  purposes  at  the  initial 
on-the-ground  inspection,  the  lessee  shall  be  notified  by  the  Area  Land  Office  that  the  request  is  denied.  A  copy  of 
the  notification  shall  be  sent  to  the  Surface  Management  Bureau.  If  the  Area  Land  Office  does  not  notify  the  lessee, 
the  notification  will  be  by  the  Surface  Management  Bureau. 

It  the  initial  review  indicates  that  the  land  may  be  suitable  for  agricultural  purposes,  the  Area  Land  Office  shall 
develop  a  land  breaking  proposal.  The  Area  Land  Office  will  submit  the  land  breaking  proposal,  including  their 
recommendations  and  the  documentation  required  in  the  Break  Request/Range  Renovation  check-off  sheet,  to  the 
Surface  Management  Bureau. 

The  Surface  Management  Bureau  shall  analyze  the  proposed  breaking  request  and  consult  with  the  Area  Land 
Office  over  any  concerns,  or  information  deficiencies.  If,  after  consultation  with  the  Area  Land  Office,  the  Surface 
Management  Bureau  determines  the  breaking  should  be  denied,  the  Surface  Management  Bureau  shall  make  that 
recommendation  to  the  Lands  Division  Administrator.  If  the  Lands  Division  Administrator  agrees  with  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Surface  Management  Bureau,  then  the  Surface  Management  Bureau  shall  contact  the  lessee,  in 
writing,  denying  the  request  to  break  State  lands. 

If,  after  consultation  with  the  Area  Office,  the  Surface  Management  Bureau  recommends  approval  of  the  breaking 
request,  it  will  address  any  concerns  and  propose  any  additional  stipulations  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Montana 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  and  the  Montana  Antiquities  Act. 

The  Surface  Management  Bureau  will  make  the  final  recommendation  for  reclassification  and  request  to  break  to 
the  Lands  Division  Administrator.  If  the  Lands  Division  Administrator  agrees  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
Surface  Management  Bureau,  the  Surface  Management  Bureau  will  contact  the  lessee  granting  approval  to  break  State 
lands,  along  with  any  Supplemental  Lease  Agreement  (SEA).  The  Area  Land  office  shall  monitor  the  tract  to  assure 
that  recommendations  and  stipulations  attached  under  a  Supplemental  Lease  Agreement  are  carried  out  as  intended. 
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Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 

1625  1 ITH  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  201601 

Helena,  MT   59620-1601 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  North  32nd  Street 

P.O.  Box  36800 
Billings,  Montana  59101 


Persons  with  disabilities  who  need  an  alternative,  accessible  format  of  this  document  should  contact  DNRC  at  the 

address  shown.  Phone  406  444-2074  or  fax  406  444-2684. 


400  copies  of  this  document  were  published  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14.00  per  copy.    The  total  cost  of  $5,600 
inchides  $5,600  for  printing  and  $0  for  distribution. 


